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Summary 
Problem statement 
Increasing global competition, changing environmental circumstances and customer demands require 
continuous innovative developments in order to gain a sustainable competitive advantage. As firms combine 
their complementary resources in collaborative networks, strategies have to be developed together with their 
partners. Alignment of supply chain strategy and market uncertainties is necessary to meet customer 
demands. As suppliers are recognized as an important source of innovations it is important for customers to 
guarantee access to key supplier’s resources in order to secure tomorrow’s competitiveness. Attractive 
customers are not only capable of mobilizing Supplier’s resources but also consider relationship development, 
costs and rewards. Despite collaboration in supply chains, individual organizations have the objective of 
maximizing their own profit by following their own corporate strategy. Furthermore, the trend towards open 
innovation in supply chains and reduction of suppliers increases the chance of opportunistic behaviour 
between supply chain partners. Especially in joint innovation processes, where buyer and supplier must work 
closely together, alignment of a firm’s corporate and supply chain strategy is important in order to manage the 
supply chain and deliver what the customer requires. The concept of attractiveness encompasses the 
antecedent of trust which is also thought to represent a lack of opportunistic behaviour. This leads to the 
following problem statement: 
 
How do customer attractiveness and strategic fit influence supplier’s contribution to buyer’s innovativeness? 
 
Theoretical framework 
The shift from innovations developed within a single firm to New Product Development processes (NPD) 
executed in collaboration by buyer and supplier requires permeable firm boundaries in terms of the level of 
involvement in the relationship. The ability to recognize, assimilate and apply new external information is 
critical to a firm’s innovative capabilities. Both internal knowledge generation and external knowledge, from 
suppliers which are familiar with customer’s products and processes, are a driver for innovation. Close 
collaboration with high levels of task complexity in NPD-processes requires supplier’s involvement and intense 
inter-organizational coordination mechanisms which may lead to mutual dependency. Attractive customers 
do not abuse their power but instead try to receive competitive preference of scarce supplier’s resources. 
Supplier’s resources can be strategically important to supply chain performance, which in turn should be 
consistent with customer’s expectations. This strategic fit is influenced by changing contingency factors like 
product life cycle, product functionality and demand uncertainty. A responsive supply chain producing 
innovative products should be consistent with the implied uncertainty. To ensure that customer’s expectations 
are met, buyers must foster supplier’s commitment and align organizational culture to changing conditions in 
order to improve supply chain activities. A close buyer-supplier relationship increases speedy management, 
responsiveness and concurrency of innovation activities. Furthermore, a fit-like relationship encompasses 
emotional feelings, value experiences and expectations, commitment and finally a strategic perception of the 
buyer.  Alignment of strategic fit and customer fit aims to get voluntary contribution from suppliers in 
development, resource allocation and investments toward the focal company. 
 
Methodology 
An on-line survey has been executed to investigate the antecedents of strategic fit and customer 
attractiveness in relation to supplier’s contribution to buyer’s innovativeness. A heterogeneous group of 
supplying companies have been approached to take part in the survey. About 1600 members of Koninklijke 
Metaalunie in the district North has been approached by a link in the weekly digital newsletter. Additionally, 
the online questionnaire has been posted on LinkedIn within researchers’ personal network and some LinkedIn 
groups. Finally, a number of ad random selected companies have been personally visited and asked to 
complete the questionnaire. The 87 received questionnaires have been statistically analysed by using SPSS 
2.0. 
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Results 
In line with earlier research to supplier’s contributions, this study confirms the importance of suppliers to be 
involved in innovative collaborations. It appeared that the construct strategic fit consisted of two dimensions: 
one related to customer relationship (SF_CR) and one related to demand uncertainty (SF_DU). Regression 
analysis showed that suppliers contribute significantly to innovativeness of the buyer and that supplier’s 
contribution explains 15% of the variance of Buyer’s Innovativeness. Supplier’s Contribution (SCI) in turn is 
influenced by Customer Attractiveness (CA) and both sub-constructs of strategic fit. These three predictors 
explain 28% of the variance of SCI. A T-test has revealed that SF_DU does not significantly contributes to 
Supplier’s Contribution. SF_CR however, contributes significantly to Supplier’s Contribution. Apparently, 
Customer Attractiveness has the greatest impact on Supplier’s Contribution. The Customer Attractiveness, in 
turn, is influenced by both sub-constructs of strategic fit. Also, the regression coefficients indicate that both 
strategic fit constructs affect the outcome significantly.  
 
Control variables have been used to assess the relationship between absorptive capacity and membership of 
trade associations and knowledge circles. No significant difference was found for members and non-members 
of innovation circles. As organization size may influence the contribution to buyer’s innovativeness, the 
respondents have been divided in two groups: less than 50 employees and more than 50 employees. Between 
both groups only a small difference in mean-values was found and Levene’s test showed no significant 
difference. Therefore, we did not find evidence that larger organizations contribute more to innovativeness 
than smaller ones.  
 
Recommendations 
Managers must realize that low customer attractiveness, especially in combination with a high level of 
dependency, might lead to changes in supplier’s strategy. Customer Attractiveness can increase with strategic 
agreements on responsivity and delivery reliability as well as with good interpersonal relationships and 
supplying individual solutions. Finally, strategic fit must be considered as a very important driver of Customer 
Attractiveness as well as Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness. The managerial focus should be on all 
aspects of both customer’s as well as supplier’s supply chain strategy before engaging in NPD-projects. 
 
Because of a lack of sampling frame, future research should be executed within a clear delimited sampling 
frame so that findings can be generalized. While this study only focussed on few supplier characteristics, more 
antecedents of SCI could be integrated in future studies. Another direction for future research could be on 
different levels of innovativeness, while this might influence the intensity of knowledge sharing and 
interdependency. During factor analysis, the construct Strategic Fit had to be devised in two sub-constructs 
whereby only two items remained for SF_DU. Early definition of several strategic-related constructs might 
improve the robustness of the study. Before doing so, a comprehensive framework of strategic fit is needed to 
establish the most important antecedents. Finally, more research is needed to uncover the almost unexplored 
area of Strategic Fit and Customer Attractiveness on different levels of interaction between buyers and 
suppliers. 
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1. Introduction  
This chapter will describe the problem statement of this thesis and how it is embedded in the existing body of 
knowledge. In Section 1.1. the research question will be stated and supported by existing literature. In section 
1.2 the research method used in this explanatory research is explained. 
1.1 Problem statement 
Increasing global market competition, fast changing customer demands and the environmental uncertainty 
and complexity require continuous development of products and services (Ferreira, Fernandes, Alves, & 
Raposo, 2015; Kibbeling, der Bij, & Weele, 2013; Revilla & Villena, 2012). Therefore, innovation is imperative 
for firms to gain sustainable competitive advantage (Arlbjørn & Paulraj, 2013). In 2013 two-thirds of the total 
R&D investments in The Netherlands were executed with own employees whereas 18% was outsourced to 
partners in the Netherlands and 15% to foreign partners (Centraal_Bureau_voor_de_Statistiek, 2015). This 
means that almost one third of the R&D investments of buyers have been executed by suppliers. Gone are the 
days when innovations were the result of the efforts put forth within a single firm; instead, firms need to 
increasingly rely on the competencies of multiplicity of firms within their supply chain network in order to 
innovate (Arlbjørn & Paulraj, 2013).  
 
From the embedded organization perspective, specialized firms use collaborative arrangements to quickly 
combine their resources with industry outsiders, to create new products and services. By teaming up with 
other firms that have complementary resources, a company can make the most of its own resource base, 
without having to build up other resources from the scratch. Successful firms embed their selves in webs of 
cooperative relationships , developing strategies together with their partners (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Because 
competition has shifted from a company-level to the supply chain level it is evident that the alignment of 
competitive strategy and supply chain strategy becomes a challenging task (Qi, Zhao, & Sheu, 2011). 
Alignment of goals of both competitive strategy and supply chain strategy is defined as strategic fit. Creating 
strategic fit is all about creating a supply chain strategy that best meets the demand a company has targeted 
given the uncertainty it faces. Like customer needs, supply chains have many different characteristics that 
influence their responsiveness and efficiency (Chopra & Meindl, 2007). The nature of the demand for products 
should be understood in order to devise the supply chain that can best satisfy that demand. Fisher (1997) 
divides products into functional and innovative. Functional products with long lifecycles and a price sensitive 
predictable demand should match with efficient supply chains where innovative products with short lifecycles 
generate better margins and should match with a flexible and agile supply chain. Innovative products or 
services bring about the risk that the market may not accept the value proposition, at least at the time it is 
offered. In that case, the risks inherent in innovation for a firm will manifest themselves across the firms in the 
supply chain (Rose et al., 2012). As a result, strategy fit between supplier and buyer within a supply chain is 
suggested to be an essential condition to innovative collaboration. 
 
In order to meet the goals of competitive strategy a firm can achieve competitive advantage by 
differentiation, cost leadership or focus (Porter, 1980) . As competitive, purely price-oriented purchasing 
strategies are not always successful with suppliers that are limited in availability or with those offering superior 
technology that creates competitive advantages for the purchasing firm, a change in the traditional 
purchasing philosophy is occurring. Special conditions in current supply markets make it necessary to pay 
increased attention to strategic supply management to guarantee access to key suppliers and to secure 
tomorrow's competitiveness by becoming a preferred customer of key suppliers (Hüttinger et al., 2012). This 
means that buying firms must be more attractive to suppliers than their competitors to be selected by a 
supplier (Schiele et al., 2012).  Attractive customers should be better capable of mobilizing supplier resources, 
leading to increased value-added from these relationships (Ellegaard & Ritter, 2006) . Attraction provides a 
complementary extension of the value concept. Like value, attraction is concerned with exchange costs and 
rewards. Unlike value it focuses on the social and behavioural elements of relationship development. 
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Network structures and relationships that form supply networks are critical components for identifying 
strategic imperatives in supply chain management (Bellamy et al., 2014).  Mortensen and Arlbjørn (2012) 
conclude that a supply chain may have its own strategic agenda, and each supplier formulates its own strategy 
and can be motivated to develop itself toward the most valuable and attractive customers.  Another finding is 
that if the buying firm includes supplier perspective and customer attractiveness, and if it considers the 
strategic fit when implementing supplier development programmes, the buying firm will have a higher ability 
to influence the supplier and thereby improve the performance and efficiency of the development initiatives. 
Considering the strategic fit is also important if the supplier is strategic or if it has many alternatives 
(Mortensen & Arlbjørn, 2012). Because suppliers play an increasingly crucial role in contributing to the 
competitiveness of the buying firm, the relationship between buyer and supplier is of vital importance 
(Narasimhan & Talluri, 2009). Therefor collaborating within a network can be considered as a strategic 
decision.  
 
Although  it has been assumed that the interests of supply chain partners are somehow one and the same, or 
at least aligned, in reality they do not operate without conflict of interests (Rose et al., 2012). Each player in 
the supply chain, despite the fact of working together, has the objective of maximizing his/her own profit, 
which will result in achieving the local optimal solution for supply chain. With this misalignment of outcomes, 
managing the finance, information and material becomes difficult. In addition, the resultant outcome is the 
conflicted outcome due to which the supply chain design fails to operate (Panchal, Jain, & Kumar, 2015).  
Cousins (2005) argues that a firm’s corporate and supply chain strategy need to be aligned. Supply chain 
should deliver what the customer requires in order to satisfy its competitive advantage. If a mismatch exists 
between what the supply chain does particularly well and the desired customer needs, the company either 
need to restructure the supply chain to support the competitive strategy or alter its competitive strategy 
(Chopra & Meindl, 2007). Furthermore collaboration on open innovation in supply chains (David T Rosell, 
2014), and a trend towards reduction of suppliers in many business-to-business markets (Schiele et al., 2012) 
increases the exposure to potential opportunistic behaviour. The concept of customer attractiveness however 
encompasses the antecedent of trust, which is thought to represent a lack of opportunistic behaviour (Tóth et 
al., 2015). The concept of customer attractiveness also highlights the importance of the fit between the 
features of the business of the customer and those of the supplier rather than only the characteristics of the 
customer. As a consequence customer value arises from the interaction processes of the relationship between 
the supplier and the customer (La Rocca, Caruana, & Snehota, 2012). This can be the case, where the supplier 
and buyer must work closely together in joint product development, joint innovation processes and 
businesses, where high quality or technological standards are crucial. Customer attractiveness is a condition to 
increase buyer-supplier commitment and thereby ensure allocation of resources (Mortensen, Freytag, & 
Arlbjørn, 2008). This leads to the following research question: 
 
How do customer attractiveness and strategic fit influence supplier’s contribution to buyer’s 
innovativeness? 
 
This research contributes in several ways to the existing knowledge. First, where most studies on buyer-
supplier relationships are investigated from a buyer’s perspective, the supplier’s perspective might help to 
better understand the workings of the hypothetical supplier and relational characteristics (Pulles et al., 2014; 
Revilla & Villena, 2012; Schiele & Vos, 2015). Second, most literature about customer attractiveness is 
theoretically and based on case studies. This study is based on a quantitative empirical research and aims to 
identify circumstances under which drivers contribute to customer’s innovativeness or not (Hüttinger et al., 
2012) . Third, this study enhances knowledge about the processes through which supply chain partner’s 
innovativeness relate to customer innovation performance. (Mortensen & Arlbjørn, 2012). Finally, the 
outcomes of this research contribute to the need for a strategic view on supply chain innovation (Rose et al., 
2012). 
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Mortensen and Arlbjørn (2012) concluded that the performance and efficiency of the development initiative 
can be positively affected by the buyer when it considers the strategic fit with the supplier. As an outcome of 
this research It is expected that a strategic fit positively influences the supplier’s contribution to buyer’s 
innovativeness. Furthermore a strategic fit can affect a supplier’s perception of customer attractiveness 
(Mortensen et al., 2008) therefor a positive relationship between strategic fit and customer’s attractiveness 
should be a plausible finding. Finally, because customer value is expected to rise in joint collaboration on 
innovation projects between supplier and buyer (La Rocca et al., 2012), it is expected that customer 
attractiveness positively influences supplier’s contribution to customer’s innovativeness. 
1.2  Research method 
This study aims at investigating relationships between strategy fit, customer attractiveness and supplier’s 
contribution to buyer’s innovativeness. First scientific literature about these concepts will be studied and 
analysed which will lead to a set of hypotheses. Based on this literature review a theoretical framework will be 
developed within which the expected relationships between the concepts will be described. 
 
Most studies on customer attractiveness and strategy are based on case studies (Hüttinger et al., 2012; Qi et 
al., 2011). For achieving the objective of this explanatory research, a survey will be executed in order to obtain 
data with which the hypotheses will be tested. For obtaining data the method of e-mail survey will be used 
with a questionnaire composed of validated questions from other scientific research. 
 
As the research question is not specifically targeted at a particular group of organizations, the questionnaire 
has been distributed among a heterogeneous population of supplying companiesTable 1. In cooperation with 
the Dutch metal industry association Koninklijke Metaalunie, about 1600 members from the district North has 
been approached to take part in the research by filling in the online questionnaire. Furthermore, the online 
questionnaires have also been distributed within researchers’ personal network and to some selected alumni 
of Twente School of Management (Table 1). Finally, out of the Yellow Pages 37 companies in the northern 
region have been ad random selected and visited personally to fill in the questionnaire on-site (Table 23) 
 
Table 1 Origin of sample 
Respondents Source 
SME’s active in the metal industry Koninklijke Metaalunie 
Diversity of supplying companies Researchers’ Personal LinkedIn network 
Alumni of Twente School of Management Personal LinkedIn network of Mrs. A. Martinez-Almeida 
Ad random selected supplying companies Yellow Pages (Table 23) 
 
 
 
  
6 
 
2. Literature review 
In this chapter the key concepts of this study will be elaborated based on existing research. From the literature 
four hypotheses will be developed which confirm the relationships between strategic fit, customer 
attractiveness and their influence on supplier’s contribution to Buyer’s innovativeness. 
2.1 Buyer’s innovativeness 
This section will focus on the concept of innovativeness and the aspects by which innovativeness of a buying 
firm is influenced. In the following subsections, the concept of innovativeness will be defined, important 
dimensions of innovativeness will be highlighted and hypothesises will be drawn. 
2.1.1 Defining innovativeness 
Scholars unanimously agree that innovation is central to a company’s success as it allows the company to 
achieve temporary monopoly positions and thus generate superior rents. Hence, innovation is a prerequisite 
to long-term survival and growth of the firm (Bellamy et al., 2014; Hurley & Hult, 1998; von Hippel & Foster, 
1988). The concepts of “innovation” and “innovativeness” has been used interchangeable in literature due to a 
lack of consistency in operationalisations (Garcia & Calantone, 2002).  
 
Schumpeter (1934) described five cases for identifying innovation: (1) The introduction of a new good - that is 
one with which consumers are not yet familiar - or of a new quality of a good. (2) The introduction of a new 
method of production, that is one not yet tested by experience in the branch of manufacture concerned, which 
need by no means be founded upon a discovery scientifically new, and can also exist in a new way of handling 
a commodity commercially. (3) The opening of a new market, that is a market into which the particular branch 
of manufacture of the country in question has not previously entered, whether or not this market has existed 
before. (4) The conquest of a new source of supply of raw materials or half-manufactured goods, again 
irrespective of whether this source already exists or whether it has first to be created. (5) The carrying out of 
the new organisation of any industry, like the creation of a monopoly position (for example through 
trustification) or the breaking up of a monopoly position. Whatever the case of innovativeness will be, a 
recurrent aspect of the concept is that there is always a degree of discontinuity in marketing and/or 
technological factors. These discontinuities can occur in a firm’s sales, marketing, or R&D strategy and in a 
firm’s supplier or distribution network (Garcia & Calantone, 2002). 
 
Out of Schumpeter’s identification one can abstract four different types of innovativeness (Phan, 2013):  
 Product Innovation: introduction of new or improved goods or services in terms of technical 
specifications, user friendliness, components, materials, or other functional characteristics. 
 Process Innovation: introduction of a new process which consists of significant improvements in 
techniques, equipment, etc. Usually it relates closely to production or delivery methods. 
 Marketing Innovation: introduction of new methods in the marketing area. The innovation mostly will 
happen in the pricing, distribution channel, product promotion, product placement, etc. 
 Organizational innovation: introduction of a new organizational technique on how work can be 
organized. The innovations usually take place in practices, workplace organization or relationships 
with external parties. 
 
Product innovativeness is considered as a measure of the potential discontinuity a product can generate in the 
marketing and/or technological process. In this research the definition of innovation from Garcia and 
Calantone (2002)  will be followed: technological innovation is an iterative process initiated by the perception 
of a new market and/or new service opportunity for a technology based invention which leads to the 
development, production and marketing tasks striving for the commercial success of the innovation. This 
means that an innovation is only of economic value when the New Product Development (NPD) process leads 
to a successful market introduction (Schumpeter, 1934). Furthermore, the iterative aspect means that 
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innovation not only takes place in the development stage, but also in all subsequent phases in the product life 
cycle, including manufacturing, installation, consumption, and maintenance (Martini, Laugen, Gastaldi, & 
Corso, 2013).  
2.1.2 Product innovativeness 
Innovativeness is a multidimensional construct and product- and process innovation are the foremost 
dimensions (Phan, 2013; Salomo et al., 2008; Tidd, Bessant, & Pavitt, 2005). Evaluating the definitions of 
product- and process innovation Phan (2013) concludes that both product and process innovation emerge as 
interconnected issues and there exists only a blurred dividing line. As the population of this research are 
manufacturing companies, the focus is on the product innovativeness of the buyer. This means that 
organizational innovativeness, service innovativeness or other variations are excluded. 
 
Innovativeness is mostly referred to as the degree of newness of an innovation (Garcia & Calantone, 2002; 
Salomo et al., 2008). Innovations can be classified as incremental or radical. Incremental innovations represent 
small changes or further optimization; radical innovations represent significant changes that reset the current 
norms with respect to the object of innovation (Arlbjørn & Paulraj, 2013). Innovations on a macro level are 
based on factors exogenous of the firm and have worldwide, industrywide or market wide impacts. Besides 
the resulting discontinuities or not dependent from strategy, competencies or resources. Innovativeness on a 
micro level are new to the firm or to its customers and are contingent upon the firm’s capabilities and 
competencies. Discontinuities can occur in a firm’s marketing or R&D strategy, supply chain or marketing 
approach. Finally, the discontinuity which comes along with innovations can take place as a change in the 
market environment or it can have impact on the product- or process technology (Table 1). 
 
Table 2 Aspects of product innovativeness 
Newness factors Level of innovativeness Degree of innovativeness Discontinuity 
New tot the world Macro  Radical  Marketing/Technology 
    
New to the customer  Really new Marketing/Technology 
    
New to the firm Micro Incremental Marketing/Technology 
Source: adapted from Garcia and Calantone (2002) 
 
In the past, most innovations were executed by the internal R&D department. The R&D function was a 
valuable strategic asset, even a formidable barrier to entry by competitors in many markets. This model of 
closed innovation was based on the philosophy that successful innovation requires control which was realised 
by self-reliance. Meanwhile the concept of closed innovation has shifted towards open innovation which 
means that innovation can move easily between a firm and its surrounding environment (Chesbrough, 2006). 
The content and permeability of the firm’s boundary in terms of the level of involvement in the relationships 
between business partners and the associated features of their interactions are even more important for 
innovative redesign (Gadde, 2013). Therefor relational characteristics between buyers and suppliers are an 
important topic within open innovation research. By defining open innovation as “the use of purposive inflows 
and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal innovation and expand the markets for external use of 
innovation” Chesbrough (2012) points out that business models should not only access internal ideas but 
external ideas as well to create value.  
 
In as much as innovation can be open or closed, it might be useful to think of the innovation “environment” of 
the firm as both internal and external. The internal environment refers to the R&D efforts that are internal to 
the firm and external efforts might relate to the R&D efforts that the firm engages in with its supply network. 
Firms often pursue both efforts simultaneously, and often to varying degrees (Narasimhan & Talluri, 2009). 
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Recognizing that all innovations originate from ideas or inventions which emerges by creativity or a rational 
brainwork it is important to realize that both employees inside an organization as well as customers, suppliers 
or others outside the organization may contribute. Stimulating the generation of ideas leads to better 
utilization of human capital and key competencies (Boeddrich, 2004).  
 
A firm’s ability to recognize the value of new, external information, assimilate it, and apply it to commercial 
ends is critical to its innovative capabilities (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). With Cohen and Levinthal (1990), we 
define the capacity to innovate as the organization’s ability to successfully adopt or implement new ideas, 
processes or products.  Firms with more internally developed research capabilities benefit more (in terms of 
faster search) from collaborations, and firms with more collaborations benefit more from their internal basic 
research (in terms of more important inventions (Fabrizio, 2009). The accrual of knowledge assets that drive 
innovation in firms come from two primary sources: internal knowledge generation and knowledge derived 
from external sources (Bellamy et al., 2014). By evaluating and finally selecting suppliers, the purchasing 
function has a strong influence on the innovation performance of the firm (Corsten & Felde, 2005). 
2.2 Supplier’s contribution 
In the 90’s Roberts (2001) found out that the most important change in technology management over the past 
decade is the relentless intensification of all companies dependence upon external sources of technology. 
Hardly anybody outside a company knows its products and processes better than its suppliers. In multilevel 
business-to-business relationships, suppliers often have the best or the only access and comprehensive 
knowledge about the end users (Brem & Tidd, 2012). Because of this, suppliers are considered as an important 
resource. An innovative resource can function as a first mover advantage. The ability to protect a resource 
barrier and to maintain a relative position to competitors indicates a potential for high returns, since one 
competitor will have an advantage (Wernerfelt, 1984).  
 
Resource dependence theory suggests that one of the reasons for seeking knowledge outside firm boundaries 
is the unavailability of such knowledge in the focal company, which causes dependency on other parties due to 
their superior knowledge (Ateş et al., 2015; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Dependency as such is not the problem 
in collaborative NPD; instead only the combination of low buyer attractiveness and a high degree of 
dependence on a supplier is problematic (Schiele & Vos, 2015). It is proposed that greater depth of supplier 
involvement across the stages of the NPD cycle will lower the causal ambiguity experienced by inter-
organizational NPD teams (Potter & Lawson, 2013). The supplier’s contribution to NPD is to a large extent 
influenced by the degree of attractiveness of the buyer (Schiele & Vos, 2015).  
 
Firms may not only achieve better prices by offering larger volumes to few selected suppliers. Closely 
collaborating with a limited set of suppliers may be a viable way to ensure their contribution to innovation in 
the context of NPD. Because NPD processes are generally complex in nature and when bridges have to be 
established between R&D and supply partners to facilitate cross-functional collaboration, the degree of task 
uncertainty increases even further (Ateş et al., 2015; Schiele, 2012). Ateş et al. (2015) poses that higher levels 
of task complexity in radical NPD projects require firms to adopt more intense inter-organizational 
coordination mechanisms between buyers and suppliers. A firm that attempts to avoid becoming dependent 
on individual suppliers by distributing its purchasing volume across many similar vendors may find it difficult to 
integrate all of them in NPD (Schiele & Vos, 2015). 
 
The buyer wants not only the supplier's product offering but also resources such as information about the 
supplier's product, its product application, how to process the supplier's product, the supplier's IT and logistics 
services, and especially the supplier's information that will help the buyer create value in the relationship and 
in its other relationships such as with its own customers (Baxter, 2012). Suppliers may contribute to firm 
innovation by performing R&D of its own and thus absorbing some of the R&D costs the buying firm would 
have to incur normally. Moreover, suppliers may have valuable knowledge of production and fulfilment 
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processes that may influence firm performance. Finally, suppliers can transfer ideas for better products and 
features that could enable the buying firm to enhance products itself. Innovation success can be defined as the 
level of product and process improvements in conjunction with reduced R&D expenses compared to other 
supplier relationships.(Corsten & Felde, 2005).  
 
Obviously, not every supplier is capable of contributing to Buyer’s innovativeness. Schiele (2012) distinguishes 
operational and relational sourcing criteria for identifying innovative supplier partners. Operational criteria, 
which reflect the technical competencies, are audit results like certificates or engineering assessments, 
research budget, availability of testing facilities, IT-infrastructure and qualified personnel, supplier’s product 
analyses and the degree of specialization. Relational criteria, which indicate the quality of working relations, 
are trust through interpersonal relations and familiarity with each other’s organizations, prior shared 
experiences, quality initiatives or other activities, a common collaboration history and smooth 
communication. 
 
Buyer-supplier collaborations are important sources of innovation (Walter, Ritter, & Gemünden, 2001) 
Supplier contributions to the innovativeness of buyers can be considered as the outcome of collaborative 
behaviour (Krause, Pagell, & Curkovic, 2001). The collaborative behaviour of suppliers is reflected by their pro-
activeness in approaching the buyer with innovative ideas, the actual support in product development and 
process improvement, and the willingness to share (technological) information (Pulles et al., 2014). Therefore, 
we hypothesize: 
 
H1:  Supplier’s contribution to buyer innovation is positively related to buyer’s innovativeness. 
2.3 Customer’s attractiveness 
Attraction is a concept out of the Social Exchange Theory and explains how social relationships initiate, endure 
and develop (Blau, 1964; Christiansen & Maltz, 2002; Ellegaard & Ritter, 2006).  Fundamentally, all person to 
person relationships are “social exchanges” which yield “satisfactions” (positive or negative) to the 
participants (Homans, 1961). According to Blau (1964) exchange processes give rise to differentiation of 
power.  A person on whom others are dependent for vital benefits has the power to enforce his demands.  
Thibaut and Kelley (1959) analyses a dyadic relationship taking account of all the behaviours two parties might 
enact together. The consequences of the behaviours are measured by distinguishing the positive components 
(rewards) from negative components (costs). Interaction is continued only if the experienced consequences 
meet the standards of acceptability that both parties develop by virtue of their experience with other 
relationships. Several of such standards that an individual may apply are related to such phenomena as 
attraction, dependence, and status. Attraction can also be assessed in the experience of the value (mainly 
rational), the excitement (mainly irrational) and relational fit of the other party (Ellegaard & Ritter, 2006; La 
Rocca et al., 2012). Business relationships can be assessed in terms of benefits and costs. This means that the 
relationship continues as long as the partner is sufficiently attractive and adds value to the relationship. 
Conceptually, the value of a relationship can be understood as the perceived trade-off between the benefits 
and sacrifices gained and lost through it (Bew, 2007; Walter et al., 2001). The attractiveness of a customer also 
depends on the industry in which it is active, described by the five forces model of Porter (1980). 
 
Customer attractiveness means that the buyer should be sufficiently attractive to the supplier, whereby the 
latter will not abuse its power and will provide privileged resource access (Schiele & Vos, 2015) which leads to 
loyalty and superior performance (La Rocca et al., 2012). Suppliers are continuously comparing the value 
offered by the customer to its expectations, and to the value offered by other customer relationships (Nollet, 
Rebolledo, & Popel, 2012). The main goal of being an attractive customer is to achieve preferred customer 
status (Baxter, 2012). Preferred customer status is a situation in which the supplier offers the customer 
prioritized access to their technology and innovations (Ellis, Henke, & Kull, 2012; Steinle & Schiele, 2008). 
Therefore being an attractive customer is an important condition in order to consistently receive competitive 
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preference for scarce resources from a critical mass of suppliers (Bew, 2007).  Especially highly innovative 
suppliers can be of interest for a firm’s competitors as well. As it might be impossible for a supplier to serve 
two masters, the buyer who will be enabled access to supplier’s resources must offer benefits to the supplier 
(Schiele, 2012; Schiele et al., 2012). Not being the preferred customer of any of the leading suppliers in an 
industry may even have strategic consequences, as it reduces the capacity for innovation and thus the long-
term sustainability of a firm (Schiele & Vos, 2015). The issue of customer attractiveness is particularly 
important for small firms or companies operating in relatively small product markets. In these niche markets 
volume leverage ceases to be an option as industries consolidate and potential supply bases shrink. These 
firms have to tap world-class suppliers for technology and innovation, but they cannot offer the attraction of 
large volumes (Christiansen & Maltz, 2002). 
 
As buyers are seeing suppliers as an important source of tangible and knowledge based assets necessary for 
the creation of mutual value (Bellamy et al., 2014; Pulles et al., 2014) one focal point of this research is the 
level of cooperation of the supplier to contribute to buyer’s innovativeness related to customer’s 
attractiveness. Two broad focuses of attractiveness emerge from existing literature (La Rocca et al., 2012) . 
The first is related to the current and potential economic value of the customer to the supplier. According to 
Walter et al. (2001) this economic value is the result of direct monetary benefits from the customer realized 
through its profit,  volume and safeguard function. Baxter (2012) proved that supplier’s commitment to the 
buyer is strongly related to customer’s financial performance as judged by the supplier. The second is the 
relational focus which encompasses factors that are related to the characteristics of the relationship and 
customer supplier fit. Ellegaard and Ritter (2006) argue that attraction is a prerequisite for trust and 
commitment. Walter et al. (2001) link relational aspects to indirect non-monetary benefits for the supplier. 
These benefits can be realized through the customer by its innovation function, its market function, its scout 
function and its access function. Customer’s behaviour, particularly supplier involvement and relational 
reliability positively affects customer’s attractiveness (Ellis et al., 2012; Hüttinger, Schiele, & Schroer, 2014). 
The way a customer deals with a supplier in an ongoing relationship clearly affects the willingness and 
opportunities of that supplier to participate in a particular development project  (Wynstra, Weggeman, & Van 
Weele, 2003). La Rocca et al. (2012) developed a measurement scale for customer attractiveness using a mix 
of economical and relational characteristics such as development potential, intimacy, relational fit and 
profitability. The development potential characteristic, described as business volume involved, its image, new 
product ideas and relations with other customers, has also been found as a driver to mobilize the supplier’s 
resources by Hakansson and Eriksson (1993).  
 
Attractive customers collaborate with suppliers in order to leverage core competencies and acquiring 
knowledge of new technology  (Christiansen & Maltz, 2002; Walter et al., 2001). This increasing reliance on 
technologically advanced suppliers causes a dependence, because a supplier has a unique technology 
(Gelderman & Van Weele, 2004). Resource dependency theory argues that dependency creates vulnerability, 
which should thus be avoided (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Schiele and Vos (2015) found out that it is not 
dependency as such that is the problem in the presence of close ties, but rather the coincidence of low 
attractiveness to the partner and a high degree of dependency on that same partner. This means that firms 
can accept dependency provided that they are sufficiently attractive to the partner. A state of dependency is 
acceptable for firms, on the condition that their aim is to increase the supplier’s contribution to innovation 
(Corsten & Felde, 2005; Schiele & Vos, 2015) 
 
Concluding the findings in the literature it may be assumed that customer attractiveness is of influence to 
supplier’s contribution (Schiele et al., 2012). As such, the hypothesis is: 
 
H2: Customer attractiveness is positively related to the supplier’s contribution to buyer’s innovativeness. 
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2.4 Strategic fit 
Strategic alignment, also referred to as consistency or fit (Acur, Kandemir, & Boer, 2012), is an important 
concept in innovation management (Ansoff & Stewart, 1967; Ferreira et al., 2015; Laosirihongthong, Prajogo, 
& Adebanjo, 2014; von Massow & Canbolat, 2014) and supply chain management (Chaharsooghi & Heydari, 
2011; Fisher, 1997; Laosirihongthong et al., 2014; David T Rosell, 2014). Suppliers contributing to innovation 
should be regarded as strategically important resources (Barney, 1991). When this contribution affects 
processes, components or systems that are critical to customer’s value chain or product value, a strategic 
partnership between customer and key-supplier is established (Hsuan, Skjott-Larsen, Kinra, & Kotzab, 2015). 
A strategic partnership can be a dyadic relationship within a supply chain (SC). In a competitive business 
environment survival of a SC depends on the consistency between “Customer expectation” and “SC 
performance”, which forms the concept of “Strategic Fit”  (Chaharsooghi & Heydari, 2011). As customer’s 
expectations and other internal and external contingency factors are changing, strategic fit is a dynamic 
concept (Zajac, Kraatz, & Bresser, 2000). This section will first elaborate the effects of strategic fit on supplier’s 
contribution to buyer’s innovativeness and second the relationship between strategic fit and customer’s 
attractiveness. 
2.4.1 Strategic fit and supplier’s contribution to buyer’s innovativeness 
Within business level strategy, gaining competitive advantage can be achieved when there is a fit between 
organizational and environmental factors. This means that a sound business strategy should match a firm’s 
strengths and weaknesses to the opportunities and threats (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). Variation in organizational 
and environmental factors implies variation in the necessity for strategic change, across organizations and/or 
across time. The comparison of actual and necessary strategic change determines the degree of dynamic 
strategic fit, which should then influence subsequent organizational performance. Because the contingencies 
are both environmental and organizational, there is a potential tension in a firm’s seeking a fit between its 
strategy and its environmental situation vs. a fit between its strategy and its unique competencies  (Zajac et 
al., 2000). This tension increases when environmental situations require adaption of strategy and affecting the 
traditional core competencies (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). 
 
As collaboration with external partners have become important to enhance their innovation capabilities, inter-
firm collaboration have become a central strategic item in supply chain management as well (Pulles et al., 
2014). From a high-level perspective, most components of a company’s corporate strategy should be affected 
by its relationships with suppliers, distributors and service providers, or in other words by its Supply Chain 
Strategy (SCS). Therefore, it would seem prudent to ensure that its SCS is aligned with its corporate strategy 
to enable the various components of corporate strategy to mutually align with each other (Rose et al., 2012). 
Supply chain strategy can be described as a conceptual framework by which a company involves its supply 
chain and supply chain members in its efforts to reach its own corporate strategic objectives. The strength of 
an integrative SCS can be its ability to integrate both sides of the supply chain and support the focal firm’s 
strategic objectives  (Chopra & Meindl, 2007; Rose et al., 2012). 
 
The strategic focus may depend on product life cycle and product functionality. Long before supply chain 
management has been introduced Ansoff and Stewart (1967) posed that, especially in technological intensive 
businesses, the length of the life cycle may have initial strategic implications. Short cycles require speedy 
management action and response, high concurrency of activities in product introduction and approximation 
rather than precision in technical objectives. Activities like R&D, marketing and production are not sequential 
but can be overlapping or simultaneous. A close relationship between supplier and buyer is a prerequisite. 
With long product-lifecycles a focus on economies of scale and efficiency is necessary in order to be 
competitive. Product development planning is more sequential and marketing is more volume orientated. In a 
highly competitive environment, business requirements drive technology solutions and innovations in order 
(1) to speed up product development, (2) to enhance manufacturing and supply capability and capacity and (3) 
12 
 
to improve revenue from lifecycle efficiency (Gecevska, Cus, Polenakovic, & Chabert, 2011). Product Lifecycle 
Management (PLM) is a portfolio approach of products, processes and services from the initial concept, 
through design, engineering, launch, production to final disposal. Gecevska et al. (2011) pose that, as a 
business strategy, PLM lets distributed organizations innovate, produce, develop, support, and retire 
products. When buying companies diversify for example by vertical integration, a shift from long product 
lifecycle to short life cycles may need a strategic adjustment (Ansoff & Stewart, 1967). Introducing new 
products, processes and services are necessary in order to maintain a first mover advantage and to protect a 
resource position barrier against competitors. Furthermore, the protection of a resource position barrier 
indicates a potential for high returns (Wernerfelt, 1984). On the opposite the very newness of innovative 
products makes demand unpredictable and as imitators erode this first mover advantage, companies are 
forced to introduce a steady stream of innovations (Fisher, 1997).  
 
Product life cycle, as an important aspect influencing supply chain strategy, is closely connected to demand 
predictability, product variety and market standards for lead times and service (Fisher, 1997). Based on these 
demand patterns Fisher (1997) divides products in two categories: functional or innovative products. Fisher 
(1997) concludes that innovative products need a responsive supply chain. He differentiates the supply chain in 
a physical (production and logistics) function and a market mediation function which purpose is to match 
supply and demand. A predictable demand of functional products means that supply and demand are nearly 
balanced and companies can focus on minimizing physical costs, necessary to operate in a price sensitive 
market. Innovative products in uncertain markets might require inventory buffers, redundant capacity, 
modular product architecture or investment in electronic networks facilitating better coordination across 
corporate boundaries to realize responsive Just in Time deliveries. The greatest degree of flexibility and 
responsiveness to changing market/customer requirements in a cost-effective manner can be realized within a 
build-to-order supply chain (BOSC) which incorporates the characteristics of both lean production and agile 
enterprise strategies (Gunasekaran, 2005; Rose et al., 2012). 
 
Chopra and Meindl (2007) show that there is a direct relation between the competitive strategy and the supply 
chain strategy in achieving strategic fit. When higher uncertainties in markets occur, the supply chain strategy 
must be shifted toward responsiveness (see Figure 1).  
 
Figure 1 Fit between Corporate and Supply Chain Strategy (source Chopra & Meindl, 2007) 
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A strategic fit can be seen as a natural process involving constant evolution and continuous revolution. 
Evolution refers to strategies which allow the organization to evolve as markets evolve and revolution refers to 
strategies aimed at actually creating new market values which can be exploited. (Chaharbaghi & Willis, 1998). 
 
A strategic mode of collaboration focuses on sharing customer requirements, basic technology exchange, new 
product development, new market entry and capital expenditure planning (Cousins, 2005). In the resource-
based view of strategy and in evolutionary economics, complementary assets play a crucial role in explaining 
sustainable competitive advantages and innovations. (Stieglitz & Heine, 2007). Although costs and quality of 
products still remain important aspects within global competition, real competitive advantage is to be found in 
a firm’s ability to mobilize resources, adapt routines and foster competencies in order to survive (Heine & 
Rindfleisch, 2013; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). Suppliers should therefor contribute with complementary 
capabilities such as a high level of innovativeness and fitting learning styles (Azadegan & Dooley, 2010). 
 
Firms viewing their competitive advantage as being differentiated will see supply as strategic, i.e. as a 
distinctive capability. Differentiated firms will compete by using a differentiated approach; this could focus on 
improving time-to-market, increased innovations within the firm and co-makership (Cousins, 2005). The joint 
influence of innovation climate and strategic relationships with key supply chain partners enhances the effect 
of supply chain partner innovativeness on innovation strategy (Oke, Prajogo, & Jayaram, 2013).  
 
As strategic fit is influenced by demand unpredictability, disruption and delay, a responsive supply chain 
producing high innovative products should be consistent with the implied uncertainty (Chopra & Meindl, 
2007). Therefor the following hypothesis is posed: 
 
H3: The strategic fit between buyer and supplier is positively related to the supplier’s contribution to buyer’s 
innovativeness. 
2.4.2 Strategic fit and customer attractiveness 
To achieve strategic fit, it is important to understand the customer needs and the supply chain uncertainty. 
Customer demand varies along several; attributes as follows (Chopra & Meindl, 2007): 
 The batch size of a production lot 
 The tolerated response time by the customer 
 The variety of products needed 
 The required service level (product availability) 
 The price of the product 
 The desired rate of innovation of the product 
To manage demand uncertainty, the supply chain should be able to adapt its responsiveness to the portion of 
demand that the supply chain plans to satisfy and the attributes the customer needs. To ensure that 
customer’s demands are met, supplier development, as a way to manage attractiveness, involves various 
activities aimed at improving supplier capabilities. This means that the buyer must foster supplier 
commitment in order to improve activities, but also align the organizational culture to changing supply chain 
conditions (Handfield et al., 2000). 
 
Ellegaard and Ritter (2006) establish a link between attraction and the concepts trust/commitment and value. 
Value can be generated by developing Supplier’s activities to improve buyer’s performance and by creating 
close relationships with increased knowledge sharing and information exchange which provide the basis for 
inter-organizational innovative capabilities. Attraction not only deals with costs and rewards but it also deals 
with processes of relationship development simultaneously. A close relationship between supplier and buyer is 
a prerequisite to ensure speedy management action and response and high concurrency of activities in 
product introduction in technological intensive businesses with short product cycles (Ansoff & Stewart, 1967). 
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Ramsay and Wagner (2009) explore and critically assess buyer characteristics that suppliers find attractive by 
using the mirror-image of Marketing’s „customer value‟, namely: „supplier value‟, representing the net benefit 
suppliers receive from the act of trading with a given customer. When suppliers are presented with purchase 
offerings from buyers in the form of, for example, purchase enquiries, they may be thought of as performing a 
calculation of the potential net benefit, or supplier value it represents. If they consider the magnitude of 
supplier value to be sufficient, they may select the customer and accept the order. The degree of 
responsiveness to buyer requests made thereafter may also be affected by the expected magnitude of supplier 
value. It is proposed therefore that, the greater the amount of supplier value a buyer offers to a supplier, the 
more attractive that buyer will appear and hence the more likely that supplier will be to either, choose them as 
a customer, or after trade has begun, respond favourably to buyer requests for supplier behaviour 
modification. Reviewing the literature, Ramsay and Wagner (2009) identified several sources of supplier value 
which influences customer attractiveness. Suppliers which appreciate the profit-, sales- and payment function 
are more likely to be responsive to buyers whose expenditure constitutes a greater rather than a smaller 
proportion of their total sales. Also, demand stability and forecast reliability, both aspects of strategy fit, are 
related to customer attractiveness. If markets are highly unstable suppliers may seek a secure stream of 
relatively unprofitable deals as an insurance against unforeseen demand failures (Walter et al., 2001). 
Especially for manufacturers which lack size or power to force suppliers to share leading edge technology, 
exchange of innovation and market information can be valuable sources for a supplier. Transferring 
knowledge, training Supplier’s personnel, participation in customer’s processes or open information exchange 
systems can turn a small customer into an attractive partner (Christiansen & Maltz, 2002). Suppliers, 
particularly in fast changing, technologically complex product sectors, may regard early involvement in the 
customers R&D processes as essential for securing future orders (Ramsay & Wagner, 2009).  
 
Attractiveness between the buyer and the supplier is perceived when similarities and strategic fit exists in 
terms of similar background, strategic intent, values, attitudes, complementary resources, and reputation 
between the parties. A strategic fit between the two companies may affect the common understanding of the 
relationship value and the perception of attractiveness  (Harris, O'Malley, & Patterson, 2003; Lambert, 
Emmelhainz, & Gardner, 1996; Wilkinson, Young, & Freytag, 2005). 
 
Santala and Parvinen (2007, pp. 592-593) propose a four-level approach to customer fit dynamics e.g. the rate 
at which the relationship between firm embodiment and market embodiment have a fit-like relationship. At 
the first level, emotions are important and customer fit often manifests as an interest or as an inexplicable 
“feeling”, positive (e.g. trust, appeal) or negative (e.g. distrust, uncertainty), that influences the intensity and 
emotional ground of subsequent information processing mode. At the second level, in the value-of-use 
situation, the customer fit is perceived partially based on the first phase fit, which also influences the value 
experience and goal expectations as well as their interpretation. An example would be a guitar teacher who 
does not know his subject but has such convincing behaviour that pupils attribute their poor progress to their 
own lack of ability. At the third level, the customer fit creates commitment through processes that enable 
customers to experience benefits that go beyond the value proposition. For example, the customer 
communities built around the value proposition or symbolic features that enable person to accomplish 
“secondary” objectives, like convey certain image or find new acquaintances. At the fourth level, the customer 
fit constitutes of the strategic renewal of the buyer perception of the firm by altering firm embodiment or 
marketing embodiment, either permanently or temporarily. Change is needed to remain interested, leaving 
the core of the value proposition unchanged. 
 
Mortensen and Arlbjørn (2012) explored inter organizational supplier development both from the Supplier’s 
and Buyer’s perspective. They concluded that buyers need to consider the motivation and interest of the 
supplier to secure the willingness of the supplier to implement the development activity and to maximise the 
relational value potential. Except the existence of a supply chain strategy, each supplier formulates its own 
strategy and can be motivated to develop itself towards the most valuable and attractive customer. Thus, if 
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the buying firm includes supplier perspective and customer attractiveness, and if it considers the strategic fit 
when implementing supplier development programmes, the buying firm will have a higher ability to influence 
the supplier and thereby improve the performance and efficiency of the development initiatives. The main 
purpose of the focus on attraction is to obtain voluntary action from strategic suppliers to facilitate 
development, resource allocation, and investments toward the focal company. Customer attractiveness 
becomes more important when suppliers are considered strategic or when suppliers have many alternatives. 
As such, the following hypothesis is posted. 
 
H4: The strategic fit between buyer and supplier is positively related to the customer’s attractiveness. 
2.5 Conceptual model and hypotheses 
The conceptual model (Figure 2)  shows the supposed relationships and the developed hypotheses are listed in 
Table 3. 
 
Figure 2 Conceptual model 
 
Table 3 Hypotheses 
Hypotheses 
H1 Supplier’s contribution to buyer innovation is positively related to Buyer’s innovativeness 
H2 Customer attractiveness is positively related to the supplier’s contribution to buyer’s 
innovativeness 
H3 The Strategic Fit is positively related to the supplier’s contribution to buyer’s innovativeness 
H4 The Strategic Fit is positively related to the customer’s attractiveness 
 
  
16 
 
3 Research methodology 
This chapter explains the way the empirical part of this research has been executed. It elucidates the choices 
which have been made and the successive steps which have run through, in order to propose and test the 
framework in chapter 2. This framework suggests that Buyer’s innovativeness is not only influenced by 
Supplier’s contribution but also by strategic fit between supplier and buyer and by the attractiveness of the 
customer. 
3.1 Research design 
The literature regarding the antecedents of customer attractiveness is still in its infancy and lacks quantitative 
verification.(Hüttinger et al., 2014; Hüttinger et al., 2012). This quantitative survey will contribute to closing 
this gap. The goal of this descriptive research study is to determine the relationship between two variables in 
order to open up the possibility for statistical analyses (Babbie, 1998; Singh, 2007). In contrast to most 
literature about customer attractiveness, this research is executed from the supplier's perspective because this 
might help to better understand the workings of the hypothetical supplier and relational characteristics (Pulles 
et al., 2014). 
3.2 Data collection 
Data have been collected via an online questionnaire, available in Dutch and English. The questionnaire was 
part of the weekly digital newsletter of Koninklijke Metaalunie District North which has been send on 
September 20
th
 2016 to approximately 1600 members and was directed to company owners or staff with 
decision making power. During a member meeting of Koninklijke Metaalunie on October 26
th
 attendants have 
been asked again to complete the online questionnaire. To achieve a heterogeneous group of respondents 
also a message on LinkedIn with a link to the online questionnaire has been posted within the researchers’ 
personal LinkedIn-network. Furthermore, the same message has been posted within the following LinkedIn 
groups: 
 Premaster Managementwetenschappen Open Universiteit 
 Nevi 
 Emergo-VFC 
 FME Cluster Agri & Food 
 Open Universiteit faculteit Management, Science & Technology 
Furthermore, some alumni from Twente School of Management (TSM) have been personally invited to join 
the research via LinkedIn by a collaborative TSM-program manager. Finally, 37 ad random selected companies 
in the Yellow Pages with offices in the Northern region have been visited and offered a printed version of the 
questionnaire (Table 23). 
 
In an accompanying description, the purpose of the survey has been clearly announced. Prior to every group of 
questions, the subject of the questions and the way to respond to the questions is explained. The first group of 
questions aims to elicit respondent’s perceptions about buyer’s innovativeness. Respondents’ perceptions of 
one of their most important Customer’s innovativeness was asked. Here, an external view from supplier’s 
respondent is required. The other questions require an internal view for assessing the ideas of the respondent 
about its own contribution to buyer’s innovativeness, strategic fit and customer’s attractiveness.  
3.3 Operationalization 
The four concepts in the conceptual model have been translated into measurable factors. This chapter is about 
operationalizing variables by finding measurable, quantifiable, and valid indexes for each variable, 
independent or dependent. The first step is to determine the key dimensions per concept out of the literature 
review. The second step is to examine if already-devised measures are applicable to this study.  The third step 
implies developing questionnaires, based on the scales operationalized and validated in earlier research.  
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Respondents are asked to answer the questions by indicating the extent to which they agree or disagree with 
the statement, by filling in a number and answering with “yes” or “no”. A 5-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) 
‘completely disagree’ to (5) ‘completely agree’ is used. A table with original measures, adapted measures, 
original questions including the Dutch translation and the used sources are found in Table 24. 
3.3.1 Buyer’s innovativeness 
 
The primary objective of this research is to examine the determinants of supplier’s contribution to buyer’s 
product innovativeness. The research aims to understand to what extent these determinants influence buyer’s 
product innovations. As there were no previous studies found on buyer innovativeness or customer 
innovativeness, the possibility to use measures for supplier innovativeness or firm innovativeness has been 
investigated. Inemek and Matthyssens (2013)  investigated the effects of Buyer’s assistance giving routines, 
product development collaboration, and close relational ties on a supplier's innovativeness. From this study, 
some measures have been adapted to buyer’s innovativeness. Because the measures must be assessable from 
the supplier’s perspective only measures which requires supplier’s involvement have been considered (Table 
4). Items BI1 and BI2 correspond to innovativeness measures frequently used in NPD research (Lawson, Tyler, 
& Potter, 2015; David T. Rosell & Lakemond, 2012; Schiele, 2006). Items BI3, BI4 and BI5 correspond to 
innovativeness measures suggested by Garcia and Calantone (2002). 
 
Table 4 Buyer's innovativeness items 
Code Item Source 
BI1 The customer approaches us for joint product and 
process development 
Inemek and Matthyssens (2013) 
BI2 The customer keeps a close coordination and 
cooperation 
Inemek and Matthyssens (2013) 
BI3 The customer asks us for new products and investments 
in processes. 
Adapted from: Inemek and Matthyssens 
(2013) 
BI4 The customer approaches us to try out new ideas Adapted from: Inemek and Matthyssens 
(2013) 
BI5 The customer adopts new technologies Adapted from: Inemek and Matthyssens 
(2013) 
3.3.2  Supplier’s contribution 
 
Supplier’s contribution to buyer’s innovativeness can be considered as an indirect value-creating function  
(Walter et al., 2001). Supplier’s rewards have a long-term orientation because of the time gap between input 
and outcome. In order to create value through contributions to innovativeness, tasks within networking 
relationships teams should be empowered and encouraged to undertake actions that nurture and sustain it. 
Pulles et al. (2014) not only shows the importance of a collaborative attitude but also provides insight into 
relational characteristics that influence buyer-supplier innovation performance. These scales were designed to 
measure the extent to which the supplier’s contributions, customer’s professionalism as well as collaborative 
attitude contributes to buyer’s innovativeness (Table 5).  
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Table 5 Supplier's contributions items 
Code Item Source 
SC1 We share key technological information. Pulles, Veldman, and Schiele (2014) 
SC2 We are frequently approaching our customer with 
innovations. 
Adapted from: Pulles et al. (2014) 
SC3 We develop products exactly in line with our customer’s 
requirements. We offer not only standard solutions. 
Adapted from: Pulles et al. (2014) 
SC4 We are involved in several collaborative ventures, not 
only with our most important customer. 
Adapted from: Pulles et al. (2014) 
 We have been collaborating with this customer in the 
following areas: 
Pulles et al. (2014) 
SC5 -product quality 
SC6 -technical assistance 
SC7 -innovation and improvement workshops 
3.3.3 Customer attractiveness 
 
Customer attractiveness can help to attain preferential access to supplier resources (Pulles, Schiele, Veldman, 
& Hüttinger, 2015). As supplier resources are important sources of innovation (Walter et al., 2001), the 
measures earlier used by Pulles et al. (2015) to identify the impact of customer attractiveness on becoming a 
preferred customer are also applied in this study, Table 6.  
 
Table 6 Customer attractiveness items 
Code Item Source 
CA1 This customer is known to create win-win situations. Pulles, Schiele, Veldman, and Hüttinger 
(2015) 
CA2 This customer compensates suppliers for taking risks. Pulles et al. (2015) 
CA3 This customer has a good reputation for 
trustworthiness and fairness. 
Pulles et al. (2015) 
CA4 This customer is known for the short time between 
offer to actual sales. 
Pulles et al. (2015) 
CA5 This customer is present in growth markets. Pulles et al. (2015) 
3.3.4 Strategic fit 
 
According to Chopra and Meindl (2007) a competitive supply chain strategy against its competitors, requires a 
clear insight into the uncertainty levels that it must face. Two main steps for achieving strategic fit are (1) 
establishing the supply chain strategy based on the implied uncertainties and (2) specifying the specific role of 
each SC member in achieving the established SC strategy. A fundamental element of operations strategy is 
the definition of a firm’s competitive priorities. Besides the basic priorities like costs, quality, delivery and 
flexibility might also involve innovations (S. M. Wagner, Grosse-Ruyken, & Erhun, 2012). Strategic fit is defined 
as the perfect strategic consistency between a product’s supply and demand characteristics (such as demand 
predictability, life-cycle length, product variety, service, lead-times, and specific market requirements) and 
supply chain design characteristics (such as inventory strategy, product design strategy, and supplier selection 
aspects). For predictable products the perfect strategic consistency is achieved with an efficient supply chain 
whereas unpredictable products need a responsive supply chain (Fisher, 1997). The items used to measure 
strategic fit related to supplier’s contribution to innovativeness (Table 7) are sourced from S. M. Wagner et al. 
(2012),. 
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Table 7 Strategic fit items related to supplier's contribution to innovativeness 
Code Item Source 
SF1 How long is the average life-cycle of the products in the 
main product line? 
S. M. Wagner et al. (2012) 
SF2 How many different variants are available for the main 
product line? 
S. M. Wagner et al. (2012) 
SF3 What is the average deviation between the forecasted 
quantity and the actual quantity needed at the time the 
order is committed? 
Adapted from: S. M. Wagner et al. 
(2012) 
SF4 Improving delivery reliability has a high priority. Adapted from: S. M. Wagner et al. 
(2012) 
SF5 Responding quickly to unpredictable demand has a high 
priority. 
Adapted from: S. M. Wagner et al. 
(2012) 
SF6 Increasing frequency of new product introductions has a 
high priority. 
Adapted from: S. M. Wagner et al. 
(2012) 
 
Buyers need to consider the motivation and interest of the supplier to secure the willingness of the supplier to 
implement development activities. Although a supply chain may have its own strategic agenda, each supplier 
formulates its own strategy and can be motivated to develop itself toward the most valuable and attractive 
customers. A strategic fit between two companies may affect the common understanding of the relationship 
value and the perception of attractiveness (Mortensen & Arlbjørn, 2012). From Mortensen and Arlbjørn (2012) 
some items are used to measure strategic fit related to customer’s attractiveness, Table 8. 
 
Table 8 Strategic fit items related to customer's attractiveness 
Item Original Measure Source 
SF7 A low price is very important in our market. Adapted from: Mortensen and Arlbjørn 
(2012) 
SF8 Our company mainly provides individual solutions for 
customers. 
Adapted from: Mortensen and Arlbjørn 
(2012) 
SF9 The case customer is very important in comparison with 
other customers. 
Adapted from: Mortensen and Arlbjørn 
(2012) 
SF10 With regard to knowledge development our company 
learns much of the case customer compared to other 
customers. 
Adapted from: Mortensen and Arlbjørn 
(2012) 
SF11 The personal relations to the organization are very 
good compared to other customers. 
Adapted from: Mortensen and Arlbjørn 
(2012) 
3.3.5 Control variables 
 
At the end of the questionnaire some general questions are asked about firm typology (Starreveld, Van 
Leeuwen, & Van Nimwegen, 2002), firm size (Table 9), organizational and respondent’s personal 
characteristics ( 
Table 10). With these data, the following statements have been checked: 
 Cohen and Levinthal (1990) defined absorptive capacity as a firm’s ability to recognize and apply external 
information which is critical to innovative capabilities. Network relationships with suppliers, customers 
and intermediaries such as professional and trade associations are important factors affecting innovation 
performance and productivity. (Pittaway, Robertson, Munir, Denyer, & Neely, 2004). 
 Organization size of the supplier may influence its innovativeness because larger firms generally have 
more resources to devote to innovative activities (Cheng & Huizingh, 2014; Inemek & Matthyssens, 2013). 
 Respondents active in niche markets might respond different to other respondents as radical innovations 
tend to start out in niche markets before they can be successfully launched in established markets. 
Uncertainty increases with the degree of innovativeness. (Salomo et al., 2008). 
Companies will be ranked according the European SME definition guide as shown in Table 9.  
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Table 9 Company classification (source: EU, 2015) 
Company size Employees 
Large ≥ 250 
Medium < 250 
Small < 50 
Micro < 10 
 
Table 10 General Questions 
Item Adapted Measure Source 
GQ1 Which of the following categories applies to your 
organization 
 
GQ2 What is the main industry to which you deliver? European_Commission (2015) 
GQ3 How many people are employed within your 
organization? 
Christiansen and Maltz (2002) 
GQ4 What is your job title?  
GQ5 What is your education?  
GQ6 What is your gender?  
GQ7 What is your age?  
GQ8 Are you a member of a branch association?  
GQ9 Are you a regular visitor of a knowledge circle or an 
innovation cluster of companies? 
 
GQ 
10 
If you are interested in receiving this thesis, please leave 
your mail address. 
 
3.4 Data analysis 
Except for a few closed questions respondents are asked to indicate their reaction to statements using a five-
point rating system: strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree or disagree, agree and strongly agree. These 
categories were then assigned values of 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 respectively. All data have been collected online using a 
LimeSurvey webbased database, licensed by Open University and analyzed with IBM SPSS Statistics 2.0.  
 
Reliability of the items have been identified by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient which may varies between 1, 
denoting perfect internal reliability, and 0, denoting no internal reliability. The figure 0.6 or more usually is 
treated as a rule of thumb to denote an accepted reliability in research on complex variables (Baarda, Goede, 
& Dijkum, 2014). Items which negatively affected the reliability have been removed to enhance validity.  
Pearson’s correlation coefficient has been used as a measure of the linear dependence between two variables, 
giving a value between +1 and −1 inclusive, where 1 is total positive linear correlation, 0 is no linear correlation, 
and −1 is total negative linear correlation. As the conceptual model (Figure 2) consists of four variables, 
multiple regression has been used to examine the relationship between a single dependent variable and two or 
more independent variables. The technique relies upon determining the linear relationship with the lowest 
sum of squared variances. Therefore, assumptions of normality, linearity and equal variance have been 
checked before using multiple regression (Singh, 2007, p. 178).  
3.5 Methodological issues 
Within business research like this, samples are selected at random without an existing sampling frame. In this 
case the research question and objectives dictate a strategy of non-probability sampling (Saunders, Lewis, & 
Thornhill, 2012). Because the total population for this research can be defined as organizations within supply 
chains involved in innovations, the population size cannot even be estimated. By analyzing 87 respondents out 
of an immense population there is always a chance that sampling errors exists due to the chance that some 
unusual/variant units, which exist in every population, get selected. Sampling bias, that is, the tendency to 
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favor the selection of units that have particular characteristics, is limited by inviting various types of 
organizations to join the empirical part of the research (Singh, 2007). 
To secure validity when designing the questionnaire in order to collect reliable data which measure the 
concepts in the hypothesizes, the following measures have been taken: 
 Construct validity relates to the fact that observations in research must cover the concepts and 
constructs which must be measured. It should answer the question how well the construct can be 
generalized from the measurement questions (Saunders et al., 2012). By executing factor analyses, 
the correlations of the measure to be examined in regard to variables that are known will be assessed. 
 Content validity refers to the extent to which the questionnaire covers the research question and is 
secured by a careful definition of the research through the literature reviewed. 
 Predictive validity is important when measurements are used to predict Buyer’s innovativeness. To 
make accurate predictions correlation analyses are used to assess this validity issue. 
 Internal validity as an important factor in search to correct causality, has been secured by using scales 
validated in previous research used to measure variables. Nevertheless, the reliability of these scales 
has been tested again by calculating mean, standard deviation, Cronbach’s alfa and Interitem 
correlations. 
 
To limit validity problems caused by possible weaknesses of this survey method some measures have been 
taken: 
a) Reactivity is improved by securing anonymity. This might lead to reduced respondents’ bias caused 
by giving morally desirable responses or feel good responses. 
b) Although there are always going to be people who will not participate in surveys the questionnaire 
exists of a limited number of questions in order to increase response. All participants will be offered 
the possibility to receive a copy of the survey. Furthermore, Metaalunie members are offered the 
possibility to attend a presentation about the study at a member’s meeting in May 2017. 
c) With publication of the questionnaire on LinkedIn the online questionnaire has become accessible to 
an unknown population. To minimize the risk of receiving questionnaires completed by people who 
do not belong to the targeted group of this research, a short profile of the targeted respondents has 
been described in the messages posted on LinkenIn . Furthermore, additional control questions have 
been added to prevent invalid responses. 
 
Reliability is concerned with the robustness of the questionnaire and whether or not it will produce consistent 
findings. Internal consistency involves correlating the responses to questions in the questionnaire with each 
other (Saunders et al., 2012). For calculating the internal consistency Cronbach’s alpha has been used and 
mean and standard deviation of the items have been assessed as well. 
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4 Results 
In this chapter the results of the empirical research will be explained. The response, reliability and correlations 
will be elaborated to establish the relationships between the concepts out of the conceptual model (Figure 2). 
4.1 Responses and data preparation 
As the research question does not apply to a certain group of buyers and suppliers, a sample frame is not 
defined. In this case, non-probability sampling has been used whereby the probability of selection of each 
sampling unit is not known. For all non-probability sampling techniques, the issue of sample size is ambiguous 
and there are no rules. Considering a heterogeneous population a minimum sample size of 12 – 30 is a 
guideline (Saunders et al., 2012). In probability theory, the central limit theorem (CLT) establishes that if 
samples of large sizes are drawn from a population that is not normally distributed, the successive sample 
mean will form a distribution that would be approximately normal. It suggests that unless the population has a 
really different and unusual distribution, a sample size of more than 30 is generally sufficient (Singh, 2007). 
Field (2009) states that the sample size required depends on the size of the effect which has to be measured 
with regression analysis and the statistical power of this effect. Figure 3 shows that when a medium effect is 
expected for a model with 4 predictors (dependent variables) a sample size between 80 and 100 is fine. With 87 
respondents, the sample size meets the requirements. The sources with respondents are displayed in Table 11. 
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Figure 3 Sample size required in regression. Source: Field (2009). 
 
 
Table 11 Sources of respondents 
Source of respondents Respondents 
Koninklijke Metaalunie online questionnaire 23 
Collected questionnaires by personal visits 16 
Others (LinkedIn, Network, TSM Alumni etc.) 48 
Total 87 
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From the collected data, stored in the online LimeSurvey database, only the completed questionnaires have 
been selected. All questions were mandatory, except the one where an email address was requested. Totally 
87 responses have been assessed on usability. The characteristics of the sample of 87 respondents are shown 
in Table 25. Some eye-catching characteristics are the share of industrial companies (64,4%) and the share of 
respondents supplying to “other industries” (34,5%). The latter could be an indication of respondents active in 
niche-markets. With 80,4% most respondents have a high educational level (Polytechnics or university). 
Finally, male is dominating (80,5%) and the median age is between 45 – 54 years (42,5%). 
4.2 Empirical findings 
Although most questions within the questionnaire were based on scales operationalized and validated in 
earlier research, some questions had to be adapted because of the Supplier’s perspective of this research. This 
paragraph elucidates the assessment of consistency, reliability and correlations of scale items and constructs.  
4.2.1 Coherency 
 
All items have been tested on patterns of correlation by executing KMO and Bartlett’s test. Kaiser–Meyer–
Olkin is a measure of sampling adequacy and represents the extent to which the pattern of correlations is 
compact or diffused. A value of 0 indicates diffusion in the pattern of correlations as a result of which factor 
analysis is likely to be inappropriate. A value close to 1 indicates that patterns of correlations are relatively 
compact and so factor analysis should yield distinct and reliable factors. Values greater than 0.5 are considered 
as barely acceptable. The initial calculated value of 0,682 (Table 26) is considered as mediocre (Field, 2009). 
 
Factor analysis is concerned with identifying the underlying source of variation common to two or more 
variables and aims to reduce the number of variables and to detect structure in the relationships between 
variables. Explanatory factor analysis has been used to identify these common factors and explain their 
relationship to observed data. In four iterative steps the factor loadings have been assessed (Table 27 up until 
Table 30). Factor loadings are described as the correlation between a factor and a variable. Factor loadings > 0,4 
are generally accepted as a limit (Field, 2009). Factors < 0,4 have been rejected. This way, factors structure has 
been inferred from the patterns of correlation in the data (Singh, 2007).  
 
To determine the most important linear components within a dataset the eigenvalues greater than 1 have 
been assessed. Retaining final factors with eigenvalues > 1 are listed in Table 12. From the 19 retaining factors, 
5 have an Eigenvalue >1 and explain 60,9% of the variance of all items. 
 
The rotated component matrix in Table 12 is a matrix of the final factor loadings for each item onto each 
factor. By looking for items that correlate highly with a group of other items, data reduction has been 
achieved. Items with high loadings on one factor represent a common theme and have been labeled as a 
construct. Items SF 4 an SF5 load high on Factor 5 and seem to relate to Demand Uncertainty. These items 
form a sub-construct labeled Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty (SF-DU). Items SF8, 9, 10 and 11 load high on 
Factor 3 and seem to relate to the relationship with customers. This sub-construct has been labeled Strategic 
Fit-Customer Relationship (SF-CR). Table 13 shows the remaining items after factor analysis. 
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Table 12 Final Factor loadings 
 Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
 Item Component 
 1 2 3 4 5 
BI Buyer’s Innovativeness      
BI1 Customer’s  approach for joint product and process development.  ,625  ,346  
BI2 The customer keeps a close coordination and cooperation.  ,676    
BI3 Customer asking new products and investments in processes. ,357 ,721    
BI4 The customer approaches us to try new ideas.  ,784    
SCI Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness      
SCI1 We share key technological information. ,597   ,303  
SCI2 We are frequently approaching our customers with innovations. ,750     
SCI4 We are involved in several collaborative ventures. ,723     
SCI5 We have been collaborating in the field of product quality. ,588    ,404 
SCI6 We have been collaborating in the field of technical assistance. ,560    ,500 
SCI7 We have been collaborating on innovation and improvement. ,539  ,352   
CA Customer’s Attractiveness      
CA1 This customer is known to create win-win situations.  ,306 ,417 ,601  
CA2 This customer compensates suppliers for taking risks. ,307   ,684  
CA3 This customer has is known for trustworthiness and fairness.    ,756  
SF Strategic Fit      
SF4 Improving delivery reliability has a high priority.     ,758 
SF5 Responding quickly to unpredictable demand has a high priority.     ,751 
SF8 Our company mainly provides individual solutions for customers.   ,686   
SF9 This customer is important in comparison with other customers.   ,701   
SF10 Our company learns much of the case customer. ,529  ,463   
SF11 The personal relations to the organization are very good.   ,700   
 Eigen Value: 5,24 1,89 1,78 1,46 1,2 
 
 % of total variance: 27,57 9,93 9,36 7,70 6,32 
 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.     Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.                                 Note: factor loadings < 0,3 were suppressed. 
 
 
Table 13 Remaining variables after factor analysis 
Code Variable Items Retained Items Rejected 
BI Buyer’s Innovativeness BI1, BI2, BI3, BI4 BI5 
SCI Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness SCI1, SCI2, SCI4, SCI5, SCI6, SCI7 SCI3 
CA Customers; Attractiveness CA1, CA2, CA3 CA4, CA5 
SF_DU Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty SF4, SF5 SF1, SF2, SF3, SF6 
SF_CR Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship SF8, SF9, SF10, SF11 SF7 
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4.2.2 Reliability 
 
Reliability refers to internal consistency of the applied measurement scales. According to the central limit 
theorem, the distribution of the mean of a random sample taken from a population assumes normal 
distribution with increase in sample size. Thus if samples of large sizes are drawn from a population that is not 
normally distributed, the successive sample mean will form a distribution that would be approximately normal 
(Singh, 2007).In Table 31 the histograms of the five constructs are displayed. All histograms are close to 
normality.  
 
Cronbach’s alpha has been used as another method of calculating internal consistency of the scale items. 
Cronbach’s alpha measures ‘unidimensionality’, or the extent to which the scale measures one underlying 
factor or construct. This interpretation stems from the fact that when there is one factor underlying the data, 
α is a measure of the strength of that factor (Field, 2009). The rule of thumb is that an alpha value of 0.60 is 
considered low, while alpha values in the range of 0.70–0.80 are considered optimal (Singh, 2007). Scale items 
of the constructs Buyer’s Innovativeness (BI) and Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness (SCI) and are all >= 
0,7 and thus can be considered optimal. The scales of Customer Attractiveness (CA), Strategic Fit-Demand 
Uncertainty (SF_DU) and Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship (SF_CR) have scores greater than 0,6 which are 
above the threshold of acceptability.  
 
Table 14 Remaining variables after reliability analysis 
Code Variable Cronbach’s α Items Retained Items Rejected 
BI Buyer’s Innovativeness 0,731 BI1, BI2, BI3, BI4 BI5 
SCI Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness 
0,779 SCI1, SCI2, SCI3, SCI4, SCI5, SCI6 SCI7 
CA Customers; Attractiveness 0,667 CA1, CA2, CA3, CA4 CA5 
SF_DU Strategic Fit-Demand 
Uncertainty 
0,625 SF4, SF5 SF1, SF2, SF3, 
SF6 
SF_CR Strategic Fit-Customer 
Relationship 
0,661 SF8, SF9, SF10, SF11 SF7 
4.2.3 New conceptual model and hypothesizes 
 
As a result of the finding of insufficient coherency and liability of the construct Strategic Fit, two subconstructs 
have been devised as stated in Table 13. The modified conceptual model is shown in Figure 4. 
 
Figure 4 Modified conceptual model 
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This modified conceptual model contains four new relationships. Therefor four new hypothesizes had to be 
propounded. The new set of hypothesises are listed in Table 15. 
 
Table 15 Modified Hypothesises 
Hypotheses 
H1 Supplier’s Contribution to Buyer’s Innovativeness is positively related to Buyer’s Innovativeness. 
H2 Customer Attractiveness is positively related to the Supplier’s Contribution to buyer’s 
Innovativeness. 
H3A The Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty is positively related to Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness. 
H3B The Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship is positively related to Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness. 
H4A The Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty is positively related to Customer’s Attractiveness. 
H4B The Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship is positively related to the Customer’s Attractiveness 
4.2.4 Correlations 
 
For measuring the associated relationship between all variables within the modified conceptual model, the 
correlation coefficient is an important indicator. Correlation measures both the nature and extent of the 
relationship between two or more variables. The Pearson product-moment correlation for interval-scaled data 
is used to assess correlations as a specific measure of association and summarizes the relationship between 
variables by a straight line called the least squares line. Besides ascertaining the existence of an association, it 
is imperative to assess whether the association is statistically significant or large enough to be important. 
Significance results are also a function of sample size. With a sample size of 50 or more it is very unlikely that 
serious bias would occur due to sampling (Singh, 2007). A significant correlation occurs when the probability 
that the correlation coefficient has occurred by chance alone is greater than 5% (p < 0,05).  
 
BI as the dependent variable correlates moderate but significantly with SCI (r= .39, p< .01) and CA (r=.37, p< 
.01). A weak significant correlation (r= .24, p< .05) exists with SF_CR. No significant correlation has been found 
with SF_DU (r= .16, p> .05). SCI correlates moderate but significantly with CA (r= .45, p< .01) and with SF_CR 
(r= .42, p< .01). There is a weak significant correlation with SF_DU (r= .28, p< .01). CA correlates significantly 
with SF_CR (r= .46, p< .01) and there is a weak significant correlation with SF_DU (r= .32, p< .01). The 
correlation coefficients are shown in Table 16. Correlations between 0.2 and 0.35 are considered weak and 
between 0.35 and 0.6 are moderate (Saunders et al., 2012). 
 
Table 16 Pearson correlations (Dependent variable: BI) 
Correlations 
Variable BI SCI CA SF_DU SF_CR 
Buyer’s Innovativeness 1     
Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness ,388
**
 1    
Customer’s Attractiveness ,374
**
 ,454
**
 1   
Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty ,156 ,278
**
 ,320
**
 1  
Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship ,238
*
 ,415
**
 ,455
**
 ,194 1 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
N = 87 
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4.3 Regression analysis 
 
Conditions which should be met to perform a regression analysis are a linear relationship, absence of 
multicollinearity and normally distributed data for the dependent and independent variables (Field, 2009). The 
linearity of the relationships has been tested by making scatterplots for every relation between the 5 variables 
with SPSS (Table 33). The interpretation of the scatterplots is summarized in Table 17. 
 
Table 17 Interpretation of scatterplots 
Scatterplot Comments R
2
 
BI – SCI The plot shows a positive relationship with SCI. The cloud of dots is evenly spaced 
around the regression line. 
0,150 
SCI – CA The plot shows a strong positive relationship with CA. The cloud of dots seems to 
funnel out, indicating a greater variance at higher levels of CA. 
0,206 
SCI – SF_DU The plot shows a positive relationship with SF_DU. The dots are widely spaced around 
the regression line indicating a great variance especially at higher levels of SF_DU. 
0,077 
SCI – SF_CR The gradient of the regression line indicates a strong relationship to SF_CR. Variance 
seems to increase at higher levels of SF_CR. 
0,172 
CA – SF_DU The plot shows a positive relationship with SF_DU. The widespread pattern of dots 
indicates a high variance. 
0,103 
CA – SF_CR The gradient of the regression line shows a strong positive relationship to SF_CR. The 
dots are closely spread around the regression line especially at higher levels of SF-CR. 
0,207 
 
R-squared (R
2
) measures the strength of an association in a regression. It varies between 0 and 1 and 
represents the proportion of total variation in the dependent variable, which is accounted for by variation in 
the dependent variable (Singh, 2007). 
 
Multicollinearity is the extent to which two or more variables are correlated with each other and can be 
identified by scanning the correlations of all variables and check if there are any > 0,8 (Field, 2009). In Table 16 
the highest correlation R=,455 so multicollinearity does not seem to be an issue. 
 
The modified conceptual model in Figure 4 encompasses 5 variables from which BI is a dependent variable and 
SCI and CA are dependent as well as independent variables. To assess the effect of the predictors on the 
dependent variables, linear regression coefficients have been calculated. First the simple regression between 
BI and SCI is explained. Second, via multiple regression the relationship between SCI and SF_DU and between 
SCI and SF_CR is established. Finally, a multiple regression analysis is made to explain the relationship 
between CA and SF_DU and between CA and SF_CR. By calculating regression with SPSS, the option Enter 
has been used so that all predictors are forced into the regression model simultaneously. 
 
4.3.1 Explaining Supplier’s Contributions to Buyer’s Innovativeness 
 
The variances of the predictor SCI on BI have been assessed by a single regression analysis. Table 34 shows 
that R
2 
= ,15 which means that only 15% of the variances of BI is explained by SCI, so there must be other 
variables explaining the remaining 85% of BI. 
 
The analysis of variance (ANOVA, Table 35) shows that the F-ratio is highly significant (F=15,04, p< .001) The 
F-ratio represents the ratio of the improvement of prediction that results from fitting the regression model, 
relative to the inaccuracy that exists in the model using the mean values. If the improvement is greater than 
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the inaccuracy in the model, the value of F will be greater than 1 (Field, 2009). In this case the total variance of 
BI explained (Sum of squares) is 739.954 from which 111.250 is explained by SCI in the regression model.  
 
Table 18 Simple regression analysis (BI=dependent variable) 
Mod. Predictor R Regression formula R
2
 Std. Error 
1 SCI ,39 BI=8,20+0,27*SCI ,15 2,72 
 
The strength of this relationship is B= ,27, β= ,39, p< ,001 (Table 36). 
  
4.3.2 Explaining predictors of Supplier’s Contribution 
 
The second step is the assessment of the predictors SF_DU, SF_CR and CA on SCI by executing multiple 
regression analysis. Table 37 shows that the multiple correlation coefficient between the three predictors and 
the outcome R= ,53. Furthermore, 28% of the variability of SCI is explained by the three predictors (R
2
= ,28). 
Adjusted R-square indicates the goodness of fit of the regression model. It is widely accepted that a difference 
between  R
2
 adj and R
2
 above 75 per cent is very good; between 50–75 per cent  is good; between 25–50 per 
cent is fair and below 25 per cent is poor (Singh, 2007).  In this case R
2 
 adj. =  ,25, so with a difference of 90 
percent, the model seems to represent the population very good. ANOVA (Table 38) tests whether the model 
is significantly better at predicting the outcome than using the mean as a model. The F-ratio represents the 
ratio of the improvement in prediction that results from fitting the model, relative to the inaccuracy that still 
exists in the model. With F= 10,59, p< ,001, the initial model significantly improved the ability to predict SCI. 
The Unstandardized regression coefficients B (Table 39) indicate to what degree each predictor affects the 
outcome if the effects of all other predictors are held constant. This means that if SF_DU increases 1 unit, SCI 
will increase with ,36 units. If SF_CR increases ,38 units than SCI will increase with ,38 units. The highest 
contribution to SCI is with CA (B= ,59). Table 19 shows the regression formula. 
 
Table 19 Multiple regression analysis (SCI=dependent variable) 
Mod. Predictor R Regression formula R
2
 Std. Error 
1 CA+SF_DU+SF_CR ,53 SCI=7,42+0,36*SF_DU+0,38*SF_CR+0,59*CA ,28 3,63 
 
The standardized beta values (β) indicate the number of standard deviations that the outcome will change as a 
result of one standard deviation change in the predictor. Because the standardized beta values are all 
measured in standard deviation units they are directly comparable and provide a better insight into the 
importance of a predictor in the model. A t-test indicates if the associated B-value makes a significant 
contribution to the model (Field, 2009). SF_DU (B= ,36, β= ,13, p= ,18) indicates no significant contribution to 
SCI whereas SF_CR (B= ,38, β= ,25, p< ,05) contributes significantly to SCI. Also, CA makes a significant 
contribution (B= ,59, β= ,22, p< ,05). As CA has a higher t-value, it has a bigger impact on SCI than SF_CR. 
 
4.3.3 Explaining predictors of Customer’s Attractiveness. 
 
The third step concerns the assessment of the effect of the two predictors on CA. Model Summary in Table 40 
indicates a multiple correlation coefficient of R= ,51 which means that SF_DU and SF_CR are rather good 
predictors of CA. Both predictors together explain 26% of the variance of CA (R
2
= ,26). The difference with  
R
2 
 adj. is 7% (R
2 
 adj. =  ,25) which means that the model is a good representation of the population. Analysis of 
variance (ANOVA, Table 41) shows a significant F-value of 14,96 (F= 14,96, p< ,001) which indicates that the 
model significantly improves the prediction of CA compared with the model based on the mean value. Both 
SF_DU (B= ,32, p< ,05) and SF_CR (B= ,31, p< ,001) affect the outcome significantly, when one of the 
predictors is held constant. T-test indicates a higher effect of SF_CR then of SF_DU. 
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The strength of the relations, indicated by the regression coefficient, is also higher and more significant for 
SF_CR (β= .41, p< ,001) then it is for SF_DU (β= .24, p< ,05) (Table 42). Table 20 shows the regression formula. 
 
Table 20 Regression analysis (CA=dependent variable) 
Mod. Predictor R Regression formula R
2
 Std. Error 
1 SF_DU+SF_CR ,51 CA=3,49+0,32*SF_DU+0,31*SF_CR ,26 1,82 
 
4.4 Analysis of control variables 
 
As mentioned in section 2.1, a firm’s ability to recognize and apply external information is critical to innovative 
capabilities (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990). Network relationships with suppliers, customers and intermediaries 
such as professional and trade associations are important factors affecting innovation performance and 
productivity. (Pittaway et al., 2004). As trade associations and innovation circles can be an external source of 
information, an analysis has been executed to examine the relationship to Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness. With two T-tests, the hypothesis that the variances of SCI within the group of members and 
non-members of trade associations and innovation circles are equal has been tested.  Table 45 and Table 46 
shows that the Mean value of Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness is about the same for members and 
non-members of trade associations (21,7 / 21,0). Levene’s Test is significant (p= ,006) which means that equal 
variances are not assumed. The calculation of the size effect however, shows a very small effect (R=0,10) of 
the membership of a trade association on the variances of SCI.  For members of innovation circles, Table 47 
shows that the Mean of SCI is higher (22,2) than for non-members (21). This difference is non-significant (p= 
,185) so there is not sufficient evidence to reject the null-hypothesis that variances of SCI between members 
and non-members of innovation circles are zero (Table 48). We can assume that the variances are roughly 
equal (t=1,34, df=85, p= ,185). Although non-significant, the effect of the differences in variance however is 
only very small (R=0,14). 
 
The size of the supplier firm may influence its innovativeness because larger firms generally have more 
resources to devote to innovative activities (Cheng & Huizingh, 2014; Inemek & Matthyssens, 2013). To 
examine the relationship between organization size and Suppliers Contribution to Innovativeness (SCI) the 
organization size has been ranked according Table 21 and an ANOVA test has been executed. Table 49 shows 
that organizations up to 50 employees (Ranks 1+2) have an average SCI of 20,7 and organizations larger than 
50 (Ranks 3+4) have an average SCI of 22,0. The differences between the four Mean values is small (Table 52). 
 
Table 21 Ranked organization size 
Organization Size Ranked Organization Size 
< 10 employees 1 
< 50 employees 2 
<250 employees 3 
>= 250 employees 4 
 
Levene’s test is based on the hypotheses that the variances of the four groups are the same. Table 50  shows 
that the variances are non-significant and could be caused by chance (p= ,443). Considering a significance level 
of ,05, the value F is non-significant (p= ,58). The variance between Groups (35/1476 = 0,024) explains only 
2,4% of the total variance. So, there is no significant effect of Organization Size on SCI. The small Mean 
Differences in Table 52, which vary between – 1,27 and + 1,31 on a Total Mean of 21,46, is also an indication. 
  
As already assumed in section 4.1, 34,5% of the respondents replied “others” when asked for the main industry 
they supplied to. This could indicate that these respondents are active in niche markets. As uncertainty 
increases with the degree of innovativeness. radical innovations tend to start out in niche markets before they 
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can be successfully launched in established markets (Salomo et al., 2008). To examine the influence of 
respondents supplying to other industries on Demand Uncertainty, the respondents have been divided in two 
groups (Clindus). The first group (1) are respondents supplying mainly to one of the defined industries as 
stated in question GQ2 (Table 10). The second group (2) exists of respondents mainly supplying to other 
industries. A t-test has been executed to examine whether the main industry a respondent supply to, is 
making a significant contribution to the model. Table 49 shows that the Mean values of both groups (8,05 vs. 
7,93) differ slightly. Levene’s test for Equality of Variances (Table 50) confirms with a low F-value (F=1,28) that 
there is a small difference in Mean between the two groups. With a significance p= ,261, which is higher than 
general accepted significance level 0,05 (Singh, 2007)  equal variances have to be assumed. The T-value of ,334 
has a significance of p= ,739 and is non-significant. This means that the differences between both groups do 
not significantly contribute to Strategic Fit_Demand Uncertainty. 
4.5 Test of hypothesizes 
 
In section 2.2 the first hypothesis was that Supplier’s Contribution is positively related to Buyer’s 
Innovativeness (H1). Empirical evidence has been found which supports this hypothesis (B= ,27, β= ,39, p< ,01). 
R-square indicates that SCI explains only 15% of the variances of BI. 
 
The regression analysis with SCI as a Constant (Table 39) shows a significant regression coefficient of CA (B= 
,59, β= ,30, p< ,01) which means that CA is positively related to SCI and hypothesis H2 is supported. Analysis of 
the relationship between SF_DU and SCI has yielded a non-significant regression coefficient (B= ,39, β= ,27, p= 
,15). This finding means that hypothesis H3A, Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty is positively related to 
Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness, must be rejected. Hypothesis H3B, which assumes a positive 
relationship between SF_CR and SCI, has to be accepted because it is supported by a significant regression 
coefficient (B= ,38, β= ,25, p< ,05). 
 
Hypothesis H4A stated that Strategic Fit_Demand Uncertainty is positively related to Customer’s 
Attractiveness. Support for this hypothesis has been found because Table 42 shows a significant correlation 
(B= ,32, β= ,24, p< ,05). Also for hypothesis H4B evidence for support has been found. Strategic Fit_Customer 
Relationship is positively related to Customer’s Attractivenes (B= ,31, β= ,41, p< ,01). Figure 5 shows the final 
conceptual model including the results of the regression analysis. Five of six hypothesises have been 
supported by empirical evidence.  
 
 
Figure 5 Conceptual model with regression coefficients and variances 
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Separate from the conceptual model three statements from existing scientific research has been tested with 
control variables. No empirical evidence has been found for an important effect of absorptive capacity (Cohen 
& Levinthal, 1990) by membership of a trade association or innovation circle (Pittaway et al., 2004) in relation 
with SCI. Examination of the effect of firm size on SCI (Cheng & Huizingh, 2014; Inemek & Matthyssens, 2013) 
neither showed a significant difference between the two groups of firm size. Finally, the respondents have 
been divided in a group mainly supplying to the defined industries and a group mainly supplying to “other 
industries”. As “other industries” could possibly mean niche markets, the aim was to investigate if there is any 
influence between both groups on Strategic Fit_Demand Uncertainty (Salomo et al., 2008). No significant 
difference between both groups in contribution to SF_DU has been found. 
5. Conclusions, discussion and recommendations 
In this chapter conclusions from the empirical research are drawn, the results are compared with the literature 
research and theoretical contributions, managerial implications and directions for future research will be 
given. 
5.1 Conclusions 
 
Although supply chain partners’ interests should be aligned, in reality conflicting interests can arise due to the 
objective of maximizing profitability (Rose et al., 2012). These conflicting interest might lead to problematic 
management of finance, information, materials and failure of supply chain operations (Panchal et al., 2015). 
Because supply chains are an important environment for collaborative R&D efforts, alignment of partners’ 
individual strategy is important to create value and secure competitiveness (Narasimhan & Narayanan, 2013). 
Understanding customer needs and facing the supply chain uncertainties in satisfying these needs is a 
prerequisite to define supply chain capabilities needed for achieving sustainable competitive advantage 
(Chopra & Meindl, 2007). A coherent supply chain strategy is necessary to coordinate activities and focus on 
common goals. Innovation as a goal encompasses risks which can affect all partners within a supply chain 
(Rose et al., 2012). In New Product Development processes, where supplier and buyer must work closely 
together, business features and relational characteristics should fit in order to minimize these risks. Relational 
reliability, supplier involvement and development potential are some of the drivers of customer attractiveness 
(Ellis et al., 2012; Hakansson & Eriksson, 1993).This means that customer attractiveness goes beyond just the 
economic value of the buyer but also encompasses the fit of the customer's business features with those of the 
business of the supplier and how the relationship between the two businesses works (Ellegaard & Ritter, 2006; 
Harris et al., 2003). As suppliers are recognized as an important source of innovation, customers should be 
attractive to ensure allocation of Supplier’s innovative resources (Hüttinger et al., 2012).This has led to the 
following research question: How do customer attractiveness and strategic fit influence supplier’s contribution 
to buyer’s innovativeness? 
 
Buyer’s Innovativeness (BI) as a dependent variable has not been found previously as a subject of quantitative 
scientific research from a supplier’s perspective. Innovativeness is mostly referred to as the degree of newness 
of an innovation (Garcia & Calantone, 2002). With this research, focusing on the degree of innovativeness of 
the customer, this gap has been closed. Measurement scale for BI, adapted from literature research to 
supplier’s innovativeness (Inemek & Matthyssens, 2013), is composed out of four coherent items. This research 
confirms that a significant correlation exists between Supplier’s Contribution to Buyer’s Innovativeness. This 
finding is in line with the results of the literature study of David T. Rosell and Lakemond (2012) which shows 
that, with some exceptions, suppliers contribute positively to innovation.  
 
A supplier survey by Bew (2007) indicates that suppliers overwhelmingly allocate valuable resources to their 
most-preferred customers ahead of others. From the respondents of this survey, 82% indicate that this type of 
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customer is the first one to have access to product innovations and new technologies. This fact supports the 
finding that supplier’s contribution to innovativeness increases with the degree of attractiveness of the 
customer.  
 
Strategic Fit_Demand Uncertainty is a sub-construct related to delivery reliability (SF3) and responsiveness to 
unpredictable demand (SF4). No significant correlation between Strategic Fit_Demand Uncertainty and 
Supplier’s Contribution has been found. This means that delivery reliability and responsiveness to changing 
demand might not influence supplier’s contribution to innovation. The sub-construct Strategic Fit_Customer 
Relationship is related to customer oriented solutions (SF8), customer importance (SF9), knowledge 
development (SF10) and interpersonal relationships (SF11). The finding of a significant correlation indicates 
that good customer relationships, adaptability to customer’s demands and knowledge sharing are important 
prerequisites to motivate suppliers to contribute to buyer’s innovations. 
 
Ramsay and Wagner (2009) conceptualized various sources of supplier values. Two of these values are 
Demand Stability and Forecast Reliability, described as the availability of good planning systems to forecast 
future demands, low levels of specification change and thus stable demand, facilitating effective supplier 
planning processes and minimizing the risk of obsolescence. These values are recognizable in the sub-
construct Strategic Fit_Demand Uncertainty. This means that customers can be more attractive when 
focusing on demand planning and product specifications, which in turn can be the resultant of product 
lifecycle management. 
 
Ellegaard and Ritter (2006) proposed that attraction and relationship value are highly related concepts. Both 
suppliers and customers need to perform and to develop the relationship itself in a joint effort. Close 
relationships hold greater value creation potential. This proposition ratifies our findings that consistent 
strategic buyer – supplier relationships can be of great influence to the perception of customer attractiveness. 
 
5.2 Discussion 
Buyer’s Innovativeness has been examined as a four-item construct which all are related to the pro-active 
attitude of the buyer towards collaborative innovation initiatives. An important result of this study is that a 
pro-active attitude of the buyer, such as successful management of supplier involvement, can be important to 
the performance of the new product and to meeting NPD-project’s goals (Potter & Lawson, 2013). This 
involvement may range from simple consultation of suppliers on design orientations to the delegation of full 
responsibility to suppliers for the design of the outsourced system. However, the benefit of supplier 
involvement depends on the contribution of both supplier and customer to complete the collaborative design 
projects successfully (le Dain, Calvi, & Cheriti, 2011). This again confirms that supplier’s collaborative attitude 
as well, is an important factor for contributions to buyer’s innovativeness. The pro-active attitude of buyers fits 
within the outside-in approach of open innovation which involves opening up a customer’s innovation 
processes to many kinds of external inputs and contributions (Chesbrough, 2012). Furthermore, as Pulles et al. 
(2014) already concluded, the found correlations confirm that not only SCI is an important predictor for BI but 
CA is almost equal important. Ellis et al. (2012) stated that a supplier's involvement in a buying firm's new 
product development process is positively related to the supplier's perception of the buying firm as a preferred 
customer which, in turn, is positively associated with the willingness to share new technology with the buyer. 
Preferred customer status reflects a supplier’s perception of attractiveness of the exchange relationship and 
could be an underlying antecedent to both successful supplier integration into collaborative NPD projects 
(Schiele, 2012; Schiele et al., 2012).  
 
Strategic Fit has been examined on the level of competitive strategy, innovation strategy, supply chain 
strategy and Product Lifecycle strategy. The questions about Product Lifecycle Management (SF1, 2 and 3) 
have been found not aligned with the construct Strategic Fit, probably because some respondents within the 
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metal industry produce one-off products. Although clearly explained in the questionnaire, during personal 
visits to respondents, the term “lifecycle” several times has been confused with “lifetime” which could have led 
to low factor loadings. 
 
The established non-significant influence of Strategic Fit_Demand Uncertainty on Supplier’s Contribution is in 
contradiction with the theory of Chopra and Meindl (2007). They stated that innovative suppliers following a 
competitive strategy have to be different. A differentiation strategy involves product differences, or simply 
being first into the industry (Porter, 1980). The uncertainties and risks of being a first mover can be (partly) 
compensated by responsivity (Fisher, 1997; González‐Benito, 2010). Our findings might indicate that 
respondents do not face severe competition because they are different, have unique product characteristics or 
application knowledge for instance by operating in niche markets with long product life cycles. Delivery 
reliability and the ability to respond to changing demands might therefor not significantly influence their 
contribution to buyer’s innovations significantly. 
 
Customers focusing on a differentiation strategy require more complex collaborative approaches utilizing 
strategic collaborations. This approach requires higher visibility of the partner’s business through cost 
transparency and information sharing. Risk and reward sharing agreements between the strategic partners 
will generally focus on major collaborations such as technology development programs. Strategic customer 
relationship development outcomes will also deliver improved integration of business processes (Cousins, 
2005) .Risk and reward sharing agreements may affect the importance of a customer, which is one aspect of 
SF_CR. Although examined from a buyer’s perspective, Inemek and Matthyssens (2013) established that 
interfirm knowledge sharing routines, relation-specific investments, and governance mechanisms may 
promote supplier innovativeness by expanding the supplier's knowledge resources and encouraging it to 
invest in innovative activities. Knowledge sharing routines and relation specific investments like supplier 
development programs have been described as components of SF_CR. Governance mechanisms defined as 
the explicit and implicit rules of exchange between economic parties such as formal and informal contracts, 
complete and incomplete contracts, and relational norms (Ghosh & John, 2005) are important aspects of 
Strategic Fit_Customer Relationship as well. So as supplier’s innovative capabilities may improve through 
strategic relationships, their contribution to buyer’s innovativeness will increase as well. This relationship 
between Strategic Fit and Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness is an important finding of this study. 
 
The construct Customer Attractiveness is related to the current and potential economic value of the customer 
to the supplier but also encompasses factors that are related to the characteristics of the relationship and 
customer supplier fit.(La Rocca et al., 2012). The established positive relationship between Customer 
Attractiveness and Strategic Fit_Customer Relationship can be explained by the fact that the attractiveness of 
a customer derives from how the features of the customer's business fit with those of the business of the 
supplier, and how the relationship between the two businesses works (Ellegaard & Ritter, 2006). Customer 
Attraction is judged on a continuous basis as interactions take place. Over time changes occur in the relational 
knowledge of each partner. Changes in relational knowledge may lead to subsequent changes in strategic fit. 
If a supply chain partner becomes less attractive, investment in the relationship may be reduced, the 
relationship may be dissolved and alternative suppliers pursued. This research confirms that changes in 
attraction of customers can have strategic implications for customer relationships (Harris et al., 2003). 
 
Although significant evidence has been found for the hypothesis that members of trade associations 
contribute more to buyer’s innovativeness than non-members, only a small size effect on the variances has 
been established. For members and non-members of innovation circles, no significant variances on SCI have 
been found. Explanations for these findings can be found in factors promoting or preventing the 
establishment of business networks. Pittaway et al. (2004) distinguishes two barriers to network formation. 
First, suppliers with high levels of technical and commercial competence are less likely to see the value of 
forming network relationships with other firms. Secondly, businesses with few existing relationships often lack 
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the technical and commercial competences required when trying to attract partners. In addition, the evidence 
base suggests that third parties like trade associations and innovation circles are important for the 
development of informal relationships. A key feature of informal networking is the transfer of tacit knowledge 
promoting learning, so such informal networking can provide significant benefits for innovation. On the other 
hand, inter-firm networking can facilitate the innovation process, but it will not necessarily lead to innovation 
success. This might explain the limited effect of memberships on contribution to innovativeness. 
 
The influence of firm size on innovativeness is a long debated issue in literature and can both positively or 
negatively influence innovation output (Bellamy et al., 2014). There is a widespread belief of a positive 
relationship between firm size and innovation (Cheng & Huizingh, 2014). Research from E. R. Wagner and 
Hansen (2005) confirmed that large companies in the wood industry clearly outrun smaller companies in 
process innovation. However, small companies level the field with larger companies when considering all three 
innovation types (process, product, business systems). Like this research, other studies have not found firm 
size as a significant predictor of variation in supplier innovativeness or NPD performance (Acur et al., 2012; 
Inemek & Matthyssens, 2013). 
 
Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) techniques are increasingly used in research. For the analysis of data, in 
this study however, linear regression analysis has been used. One reason is that most important studies used 
in this research also use regression as method of analysis which increases the comparability. Because 
covariance-based SEM should be used as a confirmatory and not as an exploratory method, this technique is 
not suitable for this explorative study. Partial Least Square based SEM uses algorithms that have elements in 
common with linear regression. Like regression, it works with the variance of the individual data item from the 
means. One important limitation of SEM-PLS is that it requires a minimal sample size of at least ten times the 
number of items in the most complex construct whilst linear regression supports smaller sample sizes of at 
least thirty (Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000). Considering Strategic Fit as the most complex construct within 
this research, the survey encompasses 11 items. This would mean that at least 110 completed questionnaires 
should have been received to start the analysis with SEM-PLS. Appendix 15 SEM analysis, shows the first 
steps of the SEM analysis as described by Cristhian M. Ringle, Silva, and Bido (2014). The free student version 
of SmartPLS V.3.2.6 (C.M. Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015) has been used to assess if differences would occur 
in selection of items compared with SPSS and to examine the coherency of the selected items (Table 13). From 
the initial Path Model Figure 6) the low correlations between the Latent Variables (LV) and Observed Variables 
(OV) have been deleted. This way the convergent validity of the four LV’s increases with Average Variance 
Extracted (AVE) meeting the Fornell and Larcker criteria as shown in Table 53 (AVE>0,50). Table 22 shows a 
big difference in remaining items for Strategic Fit. This might have to do with the choices made during factor 
analysis. 
 
Table 22 Differences in remaining items SPSS vs SmartPLS 
Items Factor Analysis SPSS Path Weighing SEM 
BI BI1, BI2, BI3, BI4 BI1, BI2, BI3, BI4 
SCI SCI1, SCI2, SCI4, SCI5, SCI6, SCI7 SCI1, SCI2, SCI4, SCI5, SCI6 
CA CA1, CA2, CA3 CA1, CA2, CA3, CA4 
SF SF4, SF5, SF8, SF9, SF10, SF11 SF8, SF10, SF11 
 
Based on the remaining items after factor analysis in SPSS (Table 13) a SEM Path Model has been developed 
(Figure 8). Table 55 shows clearly that all AVE-values are below 0,5 which indicates a lack of convergent 
validity within this SEM-model. The Outer Loading values in Table 56 also show some low values indicating 
inadequate loadings of items within the corresponding LV. These finding could be explained by the sample 
size. 
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It can be concluded that the subtle and even gross differences between analytical inferences about statistical 
conclusion validity may depend on the researchers’ choices in sample, in instrument, in method, and in 
analytical technique (Gefen et al., 2000).  
5.3 Theoretical contributions and managerial implications 
This research contributes in several ways to the existing body of knowledge about buyer – supplier 
relationships. As far as known this is the first study which found empirical evidence about the relationship 
between Strategic Fit and Customer Attractiveness obtained by quantitative research. Although Mortensen 
and Arlbjørn (2012) examined inter-organizational supplier development from both supplier’s and buyer’s 
perspective, their study was based on only one single case study. Santala and Parvinen (2007) propose that in 
the contemporary environment the development of managerially relevant “strategic” fit concerns primarily 
the contingencies that influence customer perception and refer to this as a shift from strategic fit to customer 
fit. From a managerial perspective, they focus on customer level knowledge as a multidimensional 
contingency and do not include customer attractiveness. In a case study, Douma, Bilderbeek, Idenburg, and 
Looise (2000) distinguish six drivers for strategic fit: shared vision, compatibility of strategies, strategic 
importance of the alliance, mutual dependency, added value for partners and customers and market 
acceptance of the alliance. Although they also have incorporated “human fit” and “cultural fit” into the 
conceptual model, this has not led to conclusions about attractiveness. 
 
Second, as most studies on buyer – supplier relationships are investigated from the buyer’s perspective, this 
study was based on the supplier’s perspective and therefor might contribute to a better insight of relational 
characteristics (Pulles et al., 2014; Revilla & Villena, 2012).  
 
Third, this study enhances the empirical evidence about the relationship between demand stability and 
forecast reliability, both aspects of strategy fit, and customer attractiveness (Ramsay & Wagner, 2009). 
Responsiveness and delivery reliability have proved to be significant antecedents in the relationship between 
SF_DU and CA.  
 
Mortensen and Arlbjørn (2012) stated that if the supplier is dependent on the buyer, the buyer does not have 
to invest heavily in developing its customer attractiveness. This research makes clear that low Customer 
Attractiveness can have strategic consequences, especially in combination with a high level of dependency, 
which is mostly the case in NPD-projects (Schiele & Vos, 2015). Managers of supplying companies should 
therefore continuously assess the relative importance of their innovative contribution to their customers and 
not only focus on its economic value (Walter et al., 2001). Furthermore, this study confirms that innovative 
capabilities and responsiveness are important drivers of strategic fit, especially within volatile environments 
(Fisher, 1997; Pulles et al., 2014). Management should ensure close ties with customers, facilitated through 
good personal relationships, not only as a prerequisite to assess the customer but as a necessity to quickly 
adapt products and processes to changing market requirements as well. Focusing on customer intimacy is 
important to meet Buyer’s need for tailored solutions (De Wit & Meyer, 2010). 
 
The empirical evidence for the significant importance of Strategic Fit, directly influencing both Customer 
Attractiveness and Supplier’s Contribution to buyer’s Innovativeness, shows that before engaging in NPD-
projects, management should consider all aspects of Customer’s supply chain strategy. This includes sourcing 
strategies, make-, deliver- and return strategies, marketing and operations strategies. Especially marketing 
and operations strategies are related to product lifecycle, customer demand and market characteristics which 
will influence the supplier’s contribution to innovativeness (Fisher, 1997; Rose et al., 2012; Stieglitz & Heine, 
2007) 
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5.4 Limitations and directions for future research 
Several limitations have been encountered during this research. First, the sample for the empirical part of this 
study lacks a sample frame and respondents have been able to react anonymously. Although cookies have 
been activated to prevent repeating respondents, these facts may put constraints on the generalizability of 
the results.  
 
Secondly, supplier’s contribution in collaborative innovation projects is a multidimensional construct (David T. 
Rosell & Lakemond, 2012). This research has been focused on the supplier’s characteristics like 
professionalism, specialization and collaborative attitude (Pulles et al., 2014). Other important collaborative 
antecedents like technological capabilities, modularization, geographical proximity and supplier 
embeddedness have not been considered.  
 
Thirdly, as outlined in the literature review, innovativeness has many dimensions which might influence 
supplier’s contribution to buyer’s innovativeness. This research has been restricted to product innovativeness 
and related process innovativeness.  
 
Some of the discussions and limitations mentioned before may give directions for future research. First, a 
research within a sample frame such as a specific industry, might give better opportunities to generate 
conclusions with high external validity.  
 
Secondly, the use of PLS based SEM analyzing tool could have resulted in a more rigorous analysis of the 
proposed research model and is, very often, a better methodological assessment tool. It allows not only the 
assessment of the structural model but in the same analyses also evaluates the measurement model loadings 
of the OV’s on their expected LV’s. Furthermore, it enables analysis of measurement errors as an integral part 
of the model and factor analysis combined with hypothesis testing. The condition is a sample size which meets 
the requirement of minimal 10 times the items in the most complex construct (Gefen et al., 2000). 
 
Thirdly, suppliers can contribute to various levels and types of innovativeness such as to architectural or to 
component innovations (Garcia & Calantone, 2002; Lee & Veloso, 2008). The level and type of innovativeness 
determines the intensity of knowledge transfer, interaction and the level of interdependency between buyers 
and suppliers (Sobrero & Roberts, 2002). Because the level of interdependency differs with the level and type 
of innovativeness (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003; David T. Rosell & Lakemond, 2012), future research to the role of 
Strategic Fit at the various levels and types of innovativeness could lead to better insight in collaborative NPD 
projects.  
 
Fourthly, the construct Strategic Fit had to be devised into two sub-constructs. Construct validity might 
improve if the dimensions of Strategic Fit are operationalized as different constructs with an acceptable 
number of items. In this research, SF_DU encompassed only two remaining items. Fourth, very few studies 
have been found about Strategic Fit related to innovativeness in buyer –  supplier relationships. As strategic fit 
might not only be important in innovative collaborations but also in other kinds of cooperation, like financial, 
logistic, production or commercial, a comprehensive study to important antecedents of Strategic Fit in buyer – 
supplier relationships could help in applying a framework for future research (Rose et al., 2012; Santala & 
Parvinen, 2007; Zajac et al., 2000). 
 
Last but not least, as this is one of the first studies establishing a relationship between Strategic Fit and 
Customer Attractiveness, more research is needed to investigate the role of Strategic Fit as a driver for 
Customer Attractiveness or vice versa. The framework presented by (Douma et al., 2000) could be enhanced 
with the construct “Customer Attractiveness” to study the effect on the success of strategic alliances. Vice 
versa, Schiele et al. (2012) propose further investigations in attractiveness research to be conducted at three 
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levels of analysis: the micro (individual actors), meso (firm and portfolio level) and macro level (entire 
networks and countries). Research on whether individuals in their micro-dyads establish the policies of firms 
towards each other or whether preferred customers are defined by corporate planning and discussions of 
portfolio issues could shed light on the influence of strategic fit on customer attractiveness. 
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Appendix 1 Origin of respondents 
Table 23 Ad random selected respondents out of Yellow Pages 
Company name Adress PC Place 
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Haak Production & Engineering solutions B.V. Leitswei 10 8401 CL Gorredijk  1   
RVS Apparatenfabriek het Noorden Leitswei 2 8401 CL Gorredijk 1    
De Jong hot water tanks Leitswei 4 8401 CL Gorredijk 1    
V.d. Grijp Metaaldraaierij Tolhusleane 19 8401 GA Gorredijk  1   
Wiegers Process Innovations De Kromten 6 8401 JJ Gorredijk  1   
JB Besturingsteniek Noord B.V. Nanningaweg 37 8431 AC Oosterwolde   1  
VDL Postma B.V. Leeuwarderstraatweg 121b 8441 PK Heerenveen  1   
C. de Woff Constructiebedrijf B.V. It Dok 2 8447 GL Heerenveen   1  
Multimetaal Toelevering It Dok 6B 8447 GL Heerenveen 1    
Snijtach B.V. Janesloot 1 8502 TL Joure 1    
Bosgraaf Groep Anewiel 8502 VC Joure   1  
Kuipers Woudsend B.V. Vosseleane 43 8551 PZ Woudsend  1   
Westra RVS Industrie B.V. Buorren 75 8581 KD Elahuizen 1    
Ruiter & Zn Machinefabriek B.V. Schoenmakersstraat 17 8601 WC Sneek 1    
Draco Sneek Zadelmakerstraat 9 8601 WH Sneek  1   
V&N Machinefabriek De Finne 2 8651 CW Ijlst  1   
Lanting Metaaldraaierij Trompmoledyk 10 8651 ER IJlst 1    
Bos Constructie- machinebouw B.V. Hichtumerweg 1 8701 PG Bolsward  1   
GEA De Klokslag Engineering B.V. Hichtumerweg 7 8701 PG Bolsward  1   
De Jong TMB B.V. Walperterwei 35 8731 CD Wommels  1   
Couperus Hydrauliek machinebouw B.V. Fabrykswei 9 8734 HV Easterein 1    
Bijlsma Hercules B.V. Oostelijke Industrieweg 5 8801 JW Franeker 1    
King Metaal Machinefabriek B.V. Edisonstraat 13 8801 PN Franeker 1    
Miedema B.V. Kleasterdyk 43 8831 XA Winsum  1   
Jongia Mixing Technology B.V. James Wattstraat 8 8912 AS Leeuwarden  1   
Mannen van Staal B.V. Morseweg 15 8912 BG Leeuwarden 1    
Machinefabriek G. v.d. Ploeg Plutoweg 13 8938 AC Leeuwarden 1    
Klaas Zijlstra Metaalbewerking B.V. De Ofslach 11 9041 VA Berltsum 1    
KBM Machinefabriek Hemmemaweg 28 9076 PH St Annaparochie 1    
Meijer Plaatbewerking B.V. Oudebildtdijk 894 9079 NG St Jacobiparochie 1    
Korte Friesland B.V. Fortuinweg 7 9101 PE Dokkum  1   
Jager RVS Apparatenbouw B.V. Oostergoweg 7 9101 PL Dokkum  1   
Wifo Anema B.V. Hogebeintumerweg 37 9172 GP Ferwert  1   
RN Machinebouw Tussendiepen 27 9206 AA Drachten 1    
Leenstra Machine- en staalbouw B.V. Tussendiepen 52 9206 AE Drachten  1   
Whisper Power B.V. Kelvinlaan 82 9207 JB Drachten  1   
BD Kiestra Lab Automation Marconilaan 6 9207 JC Drachten  1   
   Total 16 18 3 37 
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Appendix 2 Original questions and sources. 
Table 24 Questions, measures, translations and sources. 
Indicator Item Original Measure Adapted Measure Translation Source 
Buyer’s 
innovativeness 
BI1 Joint product 
development: 
Joint product and 
process development: 
The customer 
approaches us for joint 
product and process 
development 
De klant benadert ons 
voor gezamenlijke 
product- en 
procesontwikkeling. 
Inemek and 
Matthyssens 
(2013) 
Buyer’s 
innovativeness 
BI2 Cooperative tie: 
Close coordination and 
cooperation 
The customer keeps a 
close coordination and 
cooperation 
De klant onderhoudt 
met ons een nauwe 
coördinatie en 
samenwerking. 
Inemek and 
Matthyssens 
(2013) 
Buyer’s 
innovativeness 
BI3 Supplier 
innovativeness: 
New product and 
process investment 
The customer asks us 
for new products and 
investments in 
processes. 
De klant vraagt ons 
naar nieuwe producten 
en investeringen in 
processen. 
Adapted from: 
Inemek and 
Matthyssens 
(2013) 
Buyer’s 
innovativeness 
BI4 Supplier 
innovativeness: 
Trying new ideas 
The customer 
approaches us to try 
out new ideas 
De klant benadert ons 
om nieuwe ideeën uit 
te proberen.  
Adapted from: 
Inemek and 
Matthyssens 
(2013) 
Buyer’s 
innovativeness 
BI5 Supplier 
innovativeness: 
Adoption of new 
technology 
The customer adopts 
new technologies 
De klant neemt nieuwe 
technologieën van ons 
over. 
Adapted from: 
Inemek and 
Matthyssens 
(2013) 
      
Indicator Item Original Measure Adapted Measure Translation Source 
Supplier’s 
contributions 
SC1 The supplier is willing 
to share key 
technological 
information. 
We share key 
technological 
information. 
Wij delen belangrijke 
technologische 
informatie met de 
klant. 
Adapted from: 
Pulles et al. 
(2014) 
Supplier’s 
contributions 
SC2 This supplier is 
frequently proactive in 
approaching us with 
innovations. 
We are frequently 
approaching our 
customer with 
innovations. 
Als leverancier 
benaderen wij de klant 
regelmatig proactief 
met innovaties. 
Adapted from: 
Pulles et al. 
(2014) 
Supplier’s 
contributions 
SC3 This supplier develops 
products exactly in line 
with our requirements. 
We are not just offered 
standard solutions. 
We develop products 
exactly in line with our 
customer’s 
requirements. We 
offer not only standard 
solutions. 
Wij ontwikkelen 
producten die precies 
voldoen aan de eisen 
van de klant en bieden 
niet alleen standaard 
producten aan. 
Adapted from: 
Pulles et al. 
(2014) 
Supplier’s 
contributions 
SC4 This supplier is 
involved in several 
collaborative ventures, 
not only with our 
company. 
We are involved in 
several collaborative 
ventures, not only with 
our most important 
customer. 
Wij zijn betrokken in 
een aantal innovatieve 
samenwerkings-
verbanden, niet 
uitsluitend met onze 
belangrijkste klant. 
Adapted from: 
Pulles et al. 
(2014) 
Supplier’s 
contributions 
 We have been 
collaborating with this 
supplier in the 
following areas: 
 Wij hebben met deze 
klant op de volgende 
gebieden 
samengewerkt: 
Pulles et al. 
(2014) 
 SC5 -product quality  -product kwaliteit  
 SC6 -technical assistance  -technische assistentie  
 SC7 -innovation and 
improvement 
workshops 
 -innovatie en verbeter 
workshops 
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Indicator Item Original Measure Adapted Measure Translation Source 
Customer’s 
attractiveness 
CA1 This customer is 
known to create win-
win situations. 
 Deze klant staat 
bekend voor het 
creëren van win-win 
situaties 
Pulles, Schiele, 
Veldman, and 
Hüttinger 
(2015) 
Customer’s 
attractiveness 
CA2 This customer 
compensates suppliers 
for taking risks. 
 Deze klant 
compenseert 
leveranciers voor het 
nemen van risico’s. 
Pulles et al. 
(2015) 
Customer’s 
attractiveness 
CA3 This customer has a 
good reputation for 
trustworthiness and 
fairness. 
 Deze klant heeft een 
geode reputatie op het 
gebied van 
betrouwbaarheid en 
eerlijkheid. 
Pulles et al. 
(2015) 
Customer’s 
attractiveness 
CA4 This customer is 
known for the short 
time between offer to 
actual sales. 
 Deze klant staat 
bekend om de korte 
tijd tussen aanbieding 
en daadwerkelijke 
order. 
Pulles et al. 
(2015) 
Customer’s 
attractiveness 
CA5 This customer is 
present in growth 
markets. 
 Deze klant is aanwezig 
in groeimarkten. 
Pulles et al. 
(2015) 
      
Indicator Item Original Measure Adapted Measure Translation Source 
Strategic fit SF1 How long is the 
average life-cycle of 
the products in the 
main product line? 
 Hoe lang is de 
levenscyclus van de 
producten in de 
belangrijkste 
productlijn? 
(Wagner, 
Grosse-Ruyken, 
& Erhun, 2012) 
Strategic fit SF2 How many different 
variants are available 
for the main product 
line? 
 Hoeveel verschillende 
varianten zijn er 
beschikbaar voor de 
belangrijkste 
productlijn? 
(Wagner et al., 
2012) 
Strategic fit SF3 What is the average 
margin of error in the 
forecast based on units 
at the time production 
is committed? 
What is the average 
deviation between the 
forecasted quantity 
and the actual quantity 
needed at the time the 
order is committed? 
Wat is de gemiddelde 
afwijking tussen het 
gevraagde aantal 
producten en de 
werkelijk geleverde 
aantallen nadat de 
order in behandeling is 
genomen? 
(Wagner et al., 
2012) 
Strategic fit SF4 Improve delivery 
reliability. 
Improving delivery 
reliability has a high 
priority. 
Verbeteren van onze 
leverbetrouwbaarheid 
heeft een hoge 
prioriteit. 
(Wagner et al., 
2012) 
Strategic fit SF5 Respond quickly to 
unpredictable 
demand. 
Responding quickly to 
unpredictable demand 
has a high priority. 
Snel reageren op 
onvoorspelbare vraag 
heeft een hoge 
prioriteit. 
(Wagner et al., 
2012) 
Strategic fit SF6 Increase frequency of 
new product 
introductions. 
Increasing frequency 
of new product 
introductions has a 
high priority. 
Verhogen van de 
frequentie waarmee 
nieuwe producten 
worden 
geïntroduceerd heeft 
een hoge prioriteit. 
(Wagner et al., 
2012) 
Strategic fit SF7 How important is low A low price is very Een lage prijs is binnen (Mortensen & 
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price within your 
business area? 
important in our 
market. 
in onze markt heel 
belangrijk. 
Arlbjørn, 2012) 
Strategic fit SF8 To which degree does 
your company deliver 
standard or individual 
solutions to the 
customers? 
Our company mainly 
provides individual 
solutions for 
customers. 
 
Ons bedrijf levert 
hoofdzakelijk 
individuele 
oplossingen voor 
klanten. 
(Mortensen & 
Arlbjørn, 2012) 
Strategic fit SF9 How important is the 
case company as a 
customer compared to 
your other customers? 
The case customer is 
very important in 
comparison with other 
customers. 
 
De betreffende klant is 
in vergelijking met 
andere klanten zeer 
belangrijk. 
(Mortensen & 
Arlbjørn, 2012) 
Strategic fit SF10 To what degree can 
your company learn 
from the case 
company in relation to 
know how compared 
to other customers? 
With regard to 
knowledge 
development our 
company learns much 
of the case customer 
compared to other 
customers. 
 
Met betrekking tot 
kennisontwikkeling 
leert ons bedrijf veel 
van de betreffende 
klant in vergelijking tot 
andere klanten. 
(Mortensen & 
Arlbjørn, 2012) 
Strategic fit SF11 How would you 
characterise the 
personal relations to 
the case company 
compared to other 
customers? 
The personal relations 
to the organization are 
very good compared 
to other customers. 
 
De persoonlijke 
betrekkingen tot de 
betreffende 
organisatie zijn erg 
goed ten opzichte van 
andere klanten. 
(Mortensen & 
Arlbjørn, 2012) 
      
Indicator Item Original Measure Adapted Measure Translation Source 
 GQ1  What is the main 
industry to which you 
deliver? 
Wat is de belangrijkste 
bedrijfstak waaraan u 
levert? 
Christiansen 
and Maltz 
(2002) 
 GQ2  How many people are 
employed within your 
organization? 
Hoeveel medewerkers 
zijn er werkzaam in uw 
organisatie? 
Christiansen 
and Maltz 
(2002) 
 GQ3  What is your job title? Wat is uw functie?  
 GQ4  What is your 
education? 
Wat is uw opleiding?  
 GQ5  What is your gender? Wat is uw geslacht?  
 GQ6  What is your age? Wat is uw leeftijd?  
 GQ7  Roughly, what is the 
share of purchasing 
related to annual 
sales? 
Wat is, naar schatting, 
het inkoopaandeel van 
uw omzet? 
Walter et al. 
(2001) 
 GQ8  Are you a member of 
Metaalunie? 
Bent u lid van 
Metaalunie? 
 
 GQ9  Are you a member of a 
knowledge circle or an 
innovation cluster of 
companies? 
Bent u lid van een 
kenniskring of 
innovatie-cluster van 
bedrijven 
 
 GQ 
10 
 If you are interested in 
receiving this thesis, 
please leave your mail 
address. 
Indien u prijs stelt op 
toezending van het 
onderzoeksrapport 
dan kunt u hier uw 
mailadres vermelden 
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Appendix 3 Message on Linkedin 
 
 
Open Universiteit onderzoekt de invloed van "strategic fit" en attractiviteit van klanten op de bijdrage van 
leveranciers aan innovatietrajecten met klanten. 
Snelle technologische veranderingen en veranderend consumentengedrag veroorzaken onzekerheden ten 
aanzien van de levenscyclus en functionaliteit van producten. Fabrikanten en hun toeleveranciers moeten 
zaken als seriegrootte, levertijd, productvarianten, prijs- of productontwikkelingen continu aanpassen. 
Strategische afstemming tussen leverancier en fabrikant is daarmee een voorwaarde voor succesvolle 
innovaties. Bovendien speelt de aantrekkelijkheid van de klant een belangrijke rol in de keuze van leveranciers 
om ontwikkelcapaciteit en -geld vrij te maken. Is de klant aanwezig in groeimarkten, loopt men voorop bij 
innovaties om een leidende marktpositie te handhaven of biedt de klant toegang tot marktinformatie, 
kapitaalverstrekkers of kennisbronnen. Deze aspecten moeten telkens afgewogen worden tegen de risico's 
die innovatietrajecten met zich meebrengen. 
Vul de vragenlijst in door op de link te klikken. Indien u geïnteresseerd bent in het onderwerp en het 
onderzoeksrapport wilt ontvangen dat in het tweede kwartaal van 2017 zal verschijnen, dan kunt u bij de 
laatste vraag uw e-mailadres invullen. Link to questionnaire - link naar vragenlijst 
 
I am researching the influence of customer attractiveness and strategic fit on supplier’s contribution to buyer’s 
innovativeness. Click on the link and complete the questionnaire: Link to questionnaire - link naar vragenlijst 
If you are collaborating with customers and involved in product or process improvements and innovations, 
please click on the link below and fill in the short questionnaire. It is available in Dutch and English. If you are 
interested in this subject and curious about the outcomes of this research you can receive the research report 
by filling in your email address at the last question. The report will be published in the second quarter of 2017. 
Do you know someone else, within your company or a business relation, who is also involved in customer 
relationships and innovations? Please share this message. 
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Appendix 4 Questionnaires in Dutch and English 
Onderzoek naar de bijdrage van leveranciers aan 
innovativiteit van klanten. 
 
Dit is een onderzoek van Open Universiteit in het kader van een Masterthesis. 
 
Bij innovatieprojecten waarin leveranciers betrokken zijn speelt aantrekkelijkheid van de klant en de mate 
waarin strategiën van klant en leverancier overeenkomen een rol. Met dit onderzoek wordt geprobeerd vast te 
stellen welke invloed klantattractiviteit en "stratgic fit" hebben op de bijdrage van leveranciers aan 
innovatieprojecten. 
 
Wij vragen uw medewerking aan dit onderzoek door een beperkt aantal vragen te beantwoorden. Het invullen 
van de vragenlijst neemt maximaal 10 minuten in beslag. Bij de laatste vraag kunt u aangeven of u een 
exemplaar van het onderzoek wilt ontvangen.  
 
Het onderzoek wordt uitgevoerd conform de Notitie Wetenschappelijke Intergiteit (KNAW, NWO & VSDNU, 
2001). Medewerking aan het onderzoek geschied op vrijwillige basis en de ingevulde en geretourneerde 
vragenlijsten zullen strikt vertrouwelijk worden behandeld. Onderzoeksresultaten zullen uitsluitend 
geanonimiseerd worden gepubliceerd. 
 
Innovativiteit van klanten. 
 
De volgende vragen gaan over de mate waarin uw klanten innovatief zijn. 
Houd bij de beantwoording van de vragen een van uw belangrijkste klanten voor ogen.  
Kies het toepasselijke antwoord voor elk onderdeel: 
 
  
Volledig mee 
oneens 
Mee oneens 
Niet mee eens, 
niet mee oneens 
Mee eens 
Volledig mee 
eens 
De klant benadert 
ons voor 
gezamenlijke 
product- en 
procesontwikkeling. 
     
De klant onderhoudt 
met ons een 
nauwkeurige 
coördinatie en 
samenwerking. 
     
De klant vraagt ons 
naar nieuwe 
producten en 
investeringen in 
processen. 
     
De klant benadert 
ons om nieuwe 
ideeën uit te 
proberen. 
     
De klant neemt 
nieuwe 
technologieën van 
ons over. 
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Uw leveranciersbijdrage aan innovaties. 
 
De volgende vragen gaan over de bijdrage die uw organisatie levert op het gebied van innovaties bij 
klanten. 
Houd bij de beantwoording van de vragen een van uw belangrijkste klanten voor ogen. 
Kies het toepasselijke antwoord voor elk onderdeel: 
 
  
Volledig mee 
oneens 
Mee oneens 
Niet mee eens, 
niet mee 
oneens 
Mee eens 
Volledig mee 
eens 
Wij delen belangrijke 
technologische informatie 
met de klant. 
     
Als leverancier benaderen 
wij de klant regelmatig 
proactief met innovaties. 
     
We ontwikkelen producten 
die precies voldoen aan de 
eisen van de klant en 
bieden niet alleen 
standaard producten. 
     
We zijn betrokken in een 
aantal innovatieve 
samenwerkingsverbanden, 
niet uitsluitend met onze 
belangrijkste klant. 
     
We hebben met deze klant 
samengewerkt op het 
gebied van 
productkwaliteit. 
     
We hebben met deze klant 
samengewerkt op het 
gebied van technische 
assistentie. 
     
We hebben met deze klant 
samengewerkt in 
innovatie- en 
verbeterworkshops. 
     
 
 
 
Aantrekkelijkheid van de klant voor uw organisatie. 
 
De volgende vragen gaan over aspecten die de aantrekkelijkheid van de klant voor uw organisatie 
beïnvloeden. 
Houd bij het beantwoorden van de vragen een van uw belangrijkste klanten voor ogen. 
Kies het toepasselijke antwoord voor elk onderdeel: 
  
Volledig mee 
oneens 
Mee oneens 
Niet mee eens, 
niet mee 
oneens 
Mee eens 
Volledig mee 
eens 
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Volledig mee 
oneens 
Mee oneens 
Niet mee eens, 
niet mee 
oneens 
Mee eens 
Volledig mee 
eens 
Deze klant staat 
bekend om het creëren 
van win-win situaties. 
     
Deze klant 
compenseert 
leveranciers voor het 
nemen van risico's. 
     
Deze klant heeft een 
goede reputatie op het 
gebied van 
betrouwbaarheid en 
eerlijkheid. 
     
Deze klant staat 
bekend om de korte 
tijd tussen aanbieding 
en daadwerkelijke 
order. 
     
Deze klant is aanwezig 
in groeimarkten.      
 
Onzekerheden binnen de supply chain. 
 
De volgende vragen gaan over de mate waarin onzekerheden binnen de supply chain impact hebben op 
uw bijdrage aan innovaties bij klanten. 
Houdt bij de beantwoording van de vragen een van uw belangrijkste klanten voor ogen. 
 
Hoe lang is de levenscyclus van de producten in de belangrijkste productgroep? 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   < 6 maanden  
   6 - 12 maanden  
   1 - 2 jaar  
   2 - 5 jaar  
   > 5 jaar  
De productlevenscyclus houdt in dat een product of dienst een fase van introductie, groei, volwassenheid en 
neergang doormaakt. Deze vier fasen samen vormen de productlevenscyclus. 
Hoeveel verschillende productvarianten zijn er beschikbaar binnen de belangrijkste productgroep? 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   < 20  
   20 - 49  
   50 - 99  
   100 - 999  
   > 1000  
Een productgroep (ook wel productfamilie) is een verzameling van producten-goederen die een of meer 
duidelijke overeenkomsten vertonen. Deze overeenkomsten kunnen gebaseerd zijn op: 
- techniek: toegepaste productietechnieken hebben overeenkomsten 
- functie: overeenkomstige functionaliteit 
- productie: de producten worden op overeenkomstige manier geproduceerd. 
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Wat is de gemiddelde afwijking tussen het gevraagde aantal producten en de werkelijk geleverde 
aantallen nadat de order in behandeling is genomen. * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   0% - 9%  
   10% - 19%  
   20% - 39%  
   40% - 59%  
   > 60%  
Uw prioriteiten en doelstellingen binnen de supply chain. 
 
De volgende vragen gaan over uw doelstellingen binnen de supply chain met betrekking tot uw 
belangrijkste productgroep. 
Kies het toepasselijke antwoord voor elk onderdeel: 
 
  
Volledig mee 
oneens 
Mee oneens 
Niet mee eens, 
niet mee oneens 
Mee eens 
Volledig mee 
eens 
Verbeteren van onze 
leverbetrouwbaarheid 
heeft een hoge 
prioriteit. 
     
Snel reageren op 
onvoorspelbare vraag 
heeft een hoge 
prioriteit. 
     
Verhogen van de 
frequentie waarmee 
nieuwe producten 
worden 
geïntroduceerd heeft 
een hoge prioriteit. 
     
 
 
 
De volgende vragen gaan over de mate waarin de strategie van de supply chain invloed heeft op de 
aantrekkelijkheid van de klant. 
Houd bij het beantwoorden van de vragen een van uw belangrijkste klanten voor ogen. 
Kies het toepasselijke antwoord voor elk onderdeel: 
 
  
Volledig mee 
oneens 
Mee oneens 
Niet mee eens, 
niet mee oneens 
Mee eens 
Volledig mee 
eens 
Een lage prijs is 
binnen onze branche 
heel belangrijk. 
     
Ons bedrijf levert 
hoofdzakelijk 
individuele 
oplossingen voor 
klanten. 
     
De betreffende klant 
is in vergelijking met      
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Volledig mee 
oneens 
Mee oneens 
Niet mee eens, 
niet mee oneens 
Mee eens 
Volledig mee 
eens 
andere klanten zeer 
belangrijk. 
Met betrekking tot 
kennisontwikkeling 
leert ons bedrijf veel 
van de betreffende 
klant in vergelijking 
tot andere klanten. 
     
De persoonlijke 
betrekkingen tot de 
betreffende 
organisatie zijn erg 
goed ten opzichte 
van andere klanten. 
     
 
Algemene vragen 
Bij de laatste vragen verzoeken wij u enkele gegevens over uzelf en uw organisatie in te vullen. Tevens kunt u 
bij de laatste vraag uw mailadres invullen indien u prijs stelt op toezending van het onderzoek. 
In welke van onderstaande categorieën valt uw organisatie? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   Industriële bedrijven (productie)  
   Handelsbedrijven  
   Dienstverlening (bijv. engineering, service)  
Wat is de belangrijkste bedrijfstak waaraan uw organisatie levert? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   Landbouw & visserij  
   Delfstoffenwinning  
   Voedings- en genotmiddelen  
   Textiel- & lederwaren  
   Houtindustrie  
   Bouwmaterialen & glasindustrie  
   Papier- & kartonindustrie  
   Uitgeverijen & drukkerijen  
   Chemische & kunststoffenindustrie  
   Basismetaalindustrie  
   Metaalproductenindustrie  
   Machine-industrie  
   Elektrotechnische & optische industrie  
   Transportmiddelen  
   Bouwnijverheid  
   Groothandel  
   Detailhandel  
   Overige industrie  
 
Hoeveel medewerkers zijn er werkzaam in uw organisatie? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
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   < 10 medewerkers  
   < 50 medewerkers  
   < 250 medewerkers  
   >= 250 medewerkers  
Wat is uw verantwoordelijkheidsgebied? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   Directie  
   Sales  
   Inkoop  
   R&D  
   Productie  
Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   Lbo / Mavo  
   MBO / Havo / VWO  
   HBO  
   Universiteit  
   Overig  
Wat is uw geslacht? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   Vrouw  
   Man  
Wat is uw leeftijd? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   < 35 jaar  
   35 - 44 jaar  
   45 - 54 jaar  
   55 - 64 jaar  
   >= 65 jaar  
Bent u lid van een branchevereniging? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   Ja  
   Nee  
Bent u lid van een innovatiecluster of regelmatig deelnemer aan bijeenkomsten van een kenniskring of 
innovatiekring? * 
Kies één van de volgende mogelijkheden: 
   Ja  
   Nee  
Vermeld uw emailadres indien u het onderzoeksrapport wilt ontvangen. Het rapport zal in het tweede 
kwartaal van 2017 verschijnen. Vul uw antwoord hier in: 
 
 
 
 
Wij danken u hartelijk voor uw deelname aan dit onderzoek.  
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Research into the supplier’s contribution  
to buyer’s innovativeness.
 
This is a research of Open University in the context of a Masterthesis.  
 
In innovation projects in which suppliers are involved, customer attractiveness and strategic fit play a role. This 
research will attempt to identify the influence of Customer’s attractiveness and strategic fit on supplier’s 
contribution to buyer’s innovativeness. 
 
We ask for your cooperation on this research by answering a limited number of questions. Completing the 
questionnaire takes up to 10 minutes. At the last question, you can indicate whether you want to receive a 
copy of the research report. 
 
This research is carried out in accordance with the Note of Scientific Integrity (KNAW, NWO & VSDNU, 2001). 
Cooperation on this research takes place on a voluntary basis and the completed and returned questionnaires 
will be treated confidentially. Research results will be published anonymized. 
 
There are 18 questions in this survey 
 
Buyer’s innovativeness. 
 
The following questions are about the degree of your Customer’s innovativeness.  
When answering the questions keep one of your most important customers in mind. 
Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree 
Agree Strongly agree 
The customer 
approaches us for 
joint product and 
process 
development. 
     
The customer keeps 
a close coordination 
and cooperation. 
     
The customer asks 
us for new products 
and investments in 
processes. 
     
The customer 
approaches us to try 
new ideas. 
     
The customer 
adopts new 
technologies. 
     
 
Your contribution as a supplier to Buyer’s innovativeness. 
The following questions are about the contribution of your organization to Customer’s innovations.  
When answering the questions keep one of your most important customers in mind. 
Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
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Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree 
Agree Strongly agree 
We share key 
technological 
information. 
     
We are frequently 
approaching our 
customers with 
innovations. 
     
We develop products 
exactly in line with 
our Customer’s 
requirements. We 
offer not only 
standard solutions. 
     
We are involved in 
several collaborative 
ventures, not only 
with our most 
important customer. 
     
We have been 
collaborating with 
this customer in the 
field of product 
quality. 
     
We have been 
collaborating with 
this customer in the 
field of technical 
assistance. 
     
We have been 
collaborating with 
this custsomer in 
innovation and 
improvement 
workshops 
     
 
Customer’s attractiveness. 
The following questions are about issues that affect the attractiveness of the customer for your 
organization. When answering the questions keep one of your most important customers in mind. 
Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree 
Agree Strongly agree 
This customer is 
known to create win-
win situations. 
     
This customer 
compensates 
suppliers for taking 
risks. 
     
This customer has a 
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Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree 
Agree Strongly agree 
good reputation for 
trustworthiness and 
fairness. 
This customer is 
known for the short 
time between offer 
to actual sales. 
     
This customer is 
present in growth 
markets. 
     
 
Uncertainties within the supply chain. 
The following questions are about the extend to which uncertainties within the supply chain have impact on 
your contribution to Customer’s innovations. When answering the questions keep one of your most important 
customers in mind.  
 
How long is the average life-cycle of the products in the main product line? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   < 6 months  
   6 - 12 months  
   1 - 2 years  
   2 - 5 years  
   > 5 years  
The product life-cycle means that a product goes through a phase of introduction, growth, maturity and 
decline. These four phases are the product life-cycle.  
 
How many different variants are available for the main product line? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   < 20  
   20 - 49  
   50 - 99  
   100 - 999  
   > 1000  
A product group, also called product family, is a collection of products or goods that has one or more clear 
similarities. These similarities can be based on: 
- Technology: applied technologies are similar.  
- Function: equivalent functionality.  
- Production: The products are manufactured in a similar manner.  
 
What is the average deviation between the forecasted quantity and the actual quantity needed at the 
time the order is committed? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   0% - 9%  
   10% - 19%  
   20% - 39%  
   40% - 59%  
   > 60%  
Your priorities and goals within the supply chain. 
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The following questions are about your goals within the supply chain. 
Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree 
Agree Strongly agree 
Improving delivery 
reliability has a high 
priority. 
     
Responding quickly 
to unpredictable 
demand has a high 
priority. 
     
Increasing the 
frequency of new 
product 
introductions has a 
high priority. 
     
 
The following questions are about the degree to which supply chain strategy influences the attractiveness 
of the customer. When answering the questions keep one of your most important customers in mind. 
Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree 
Neither agree or 
disagree 
Agree Strongly agree 
A low price is very 
important in our 
market. 
     
Our company mainly 
provides individual 
solutions for 
custsomers. 
     
The case customer is 
very important in 
comparison with 
other customers. 
     
With regard to 
knowledge 
development our 
company learns 
much of the case 
customer compared 
with other 
customers. 
     
The personal 
relations to the case 
organization are 
very good compared 
with other 
customers. 
     
General questions. 
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At the last questions we ask you to fill in some information about yourself and your organization. If you fill in 
your email address at the last question we will send you the research report. This is not required.  
 
To which of the following categories does your organization belong? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   Industrial companies (production)  
   Trading companies  
   Service companies (for example engineering, service)  
 
What is the main industry to which your organization supplies? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   Agriculture & fisheries  
   Mining  
   Food & beverages  
   Textiles & leather goods  
   Wood industry  
   Building materials & glass industry  
   Paper & cardboard industry  
   Printing & publishing  
   Chemical & plastics industry  
   Base metal industry  
   Metal products industry  
   Machinery industry  
   Electronical & optical equipment  
   Transport  
   Construction  
   Wholesale  
   Retail  
   Other industries  
 
How many people are employed within your organization? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   < 10 employees  
   < 50 employees  
   < 250 employees  
   >= 250 employees  
What is your area of responibility? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   Executive board  
   Sales  
   Procurement  
   R&D  
   Production  
What is your highest level of education? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   Lower vocational education  
   Senior secondary vocational education  
   Higher vocational education / polytechnics  
   University  
   Other  
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What is your gender? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   Female  
   Male  
What is your age? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   < 35 years  
   35 - 44 years  
   45 - 54 years  
   55 - 64 years  
   >= 65 years  
Are you a member of a Trade Association? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   Yes  
   No  
Are you a member of an innovation cluster or a regular participant in meetings of a knowledge circle or 
innovation circle? 
Please choose only one of the following: 
   Yes  
   No  
Please fill in your email address if you wish to receive the report. The report will be published in the 
second quarter of 2017.  
Please write your answer here: 
  
Thank you very much for cooperating on this research. 
 
Dr. C.J. Gelderman N.D.A. Steenstra 
Associate Professor Researcher 
 
Mailing address: 
Open University 
Faculty of Management, Science & Technology 
PO Box 2960 
NL-6401 DL Heerlen 
E.: kees.gelderman@ou.nl 
T.: 0031-45-5762222 
  
61 
 
Appendix 5 Frequencies of answers 
 
BI1:The customer approaches us for joint 
product and process development. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 3 11 16 49 8 87 
% respondents 3,4% 12,6% 18,4% 56,3% 9,2% 100,0% 
BI2:The customer keeps a close 
coordination and cooperation. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 2 16 18 43 8 87 
% respondents 2,3% 18,4% 20,7% 49,4% 9,2% 100,0% 
BI3:The customer asks us for new 
products and investments in processes. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 3 13 17 41 13 87 
% respondents 3,4% 14,9% 19,5% 47,1% 14,9% 100,0% 
BI4:The customer approaches us to try 
new ideas. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 3 14 17 45 8 87 
% respondents 3,4% 16,1% 19,5% 51,7% 9,2% 100,0% 
BI5:The customer adopts new 
technologies. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 8 12 18 42 7 87 
% respondents 9,2% 13,8% 20,7% 48,3% 8,0% 100,0% 
SCI1:We share key technological 
information. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 2 10 17 44 14 87 
% respondents 2,3% 11,5% 19,5% 50,6% 16,1% 100,0% 
SCI2:We are frequently approaching our 
customers with innovations. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 2 10 20 35 20 87 
% respondents 2,3% 11,5% 23,0% 40,2% 23,0% 100,0% 
SCI3:We develop products exactly in line 
with our customer's requirements. We 
not offer only standard solutions. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 3 7 16 34 27 87 
% respondents 3,4% 8,0% 18,4% 39,1% 31,0% 100,0% 
SCI4:We are involved in several 
collaborative ventures, not only with our 
most important customer. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 1 14 18 38 16 87 
% respondents 1,1% 16,1% 20,7% 43,7% 18,4% 100,0% 
SCI5:We have been collaborating with 
this customer in the field of product 
quality. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 2 9 15 46 15 87 
% respondents 2,3% 10,3% 17,2% 52,9% 17,2% 100,0% 
SCI6:We have been collaborating with 
this customer in the field of technical 
assistance. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 5 7 13 48 14 87 
% respondents 5,7% 8,0% 14,9% 55,2% 16,1% 100,0% 
SCI7:We have been collaborating with 
this customer in innovation and 
improvement workshops. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 7 22 23 28 7 87 
% respondents 8,0% 25,3% 26,4% 32,2% 8,0% 100,0% 
CA1:This customer is known to create 
win-win situations. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 4 8 23 45 7 87 
% respondents 4,6% 9,2% 26,4% 51,7% 8,0% 100,0% 
CA2:This customer compensates 
suppliers for taking risks. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 7 26 29 22 3 87 
% respondents 8,0% 29,9% 33,3% 25,3% 3,4% 100,0% 
CA3:This customer has a good reputation 
for trustworthiness and fairness. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 1 4 14 57 11 87 
% respondents 1,1% 4,6% 16,1% 65,5% 12,6% 100,0% 
CA4:This customer is known for the short 
time between offer to actual sales. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 7 16 31 26 7 87 
% respondents 8,0% 18,4% 35,6% 29,9% 8,0% 100,0% 
CA5:This customer is present in growth 
markets. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 0 4 26 41 16 87 
% respondents 0,0% 4,6% 29,9% 47,1% 18,4% 100,0% 
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SF1:How long is the average life-cycle of 
the product in the main product line? 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 1 2 2 23 59 87 
% respondents 1,1% 2,3% 2,3% 26,4% 67,8% 100,0% 
SF2:How many different variants are 
available for the main product line? 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 40 16 9 8 14 87 
% respondents 46,0% 18,4% 10,3% 9,2% 16,1% 100,0% 
SF3:What is the average deviation 
between the forecasted quantity and the 
actual quantity needed at the time the 
order is commited? 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 61 10 11 4 1 87 
% respondents 70,1% 11,5% 12,6% 4,6% 1,1% 100,0% 
SF4:Improving delivery reliability has a 
high priority. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 1 3 13 37 33 87 
% respondents 1,1% 3,4% 14,9% 42,5% 37,9% 100,0% 
SF5:Responding quickly to unpredictable 
demand has a high priority. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 1 9 13 40 24 87 
% respondents 1,1% 10,3% 14,9% 46,0% 27,6% 100,0% 
SF6:Increasing frequency of new product 
introductions has a high priority. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 9 13 34 25 6 87 
% respondents 10,3% 14,9% 39,1% 28,7% 6,9% 100,0% 
SF7:A low price is very important in our 
market. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 0 17 26 34 10 87 
% respondents 0,0% 19,5% 29,9% 39,1% 11,5% 100,0% 
SF8:Our company mainly provides 
individual solutions for customers. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 4 18 22 24 19 87 
% respondents 4,6% 20,7% 25,3% 27,6% 21,8% 100,0% 
SF9:The case customer is very important 
in comparison with other customers. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 2 8 35 34 8 87 
% respondents 2,3% 9,2% 40,2% 39,1% 9,2% 100,0% 
SF10:With regard to knowledge 
development our company learns much 
of the case customer compared with 
other customers. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 3 22 21 39 2 87 
% respondents 3,4% 25,3% 24,1% 44,8% 2,3% 100,0% 
SF11:The personal relations to the 
organization are very good compared 
with other customers. 
Likert-scale 1 2 3 4 5 Tot 
Respondents 3 8 28 38 10 87 
% respondents 3,4% 9,2% 32,2% 43,7% 11,5% 100,0% 
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Appendix 6 Characteristics of the sample 
Table 25 Sample characteristics 
Characteristic Description Frequency (n) Frequency (%) 
Categories Industrial companies (production) 56 64,4 
 Trading companies 4 4,6 
 Service organizations 27 31,0 
Main industry customers Agriculture & fisheries 8 9,2 
 Mining 2 2,3 
 Food & beverages 10 11,5 
 Textiles & leather goods 0 0 
 Wood industry 0 0 
 Buolding materials & glass industry 1 1,1 
 Paper & cardboard industry 1 1,1 
 Printing & publishing 0 0 
 Chemical & plastics industry 2 2,3 
 Base metal industry 1 1,1 
 Metal products industry 7 8,0 
 Machinery industry 7 8,0 
 Electronical & optical equipment 3 3,4 
 Transport 5 5,7 
 Construction 7 8,0 
 Wholesale 3 3,4 
 Retail 0 0 
 Other industries 30 34,5 
Size < 10 employees 16 17,2 
 < 50 employees 23 26,4 
 < 250 employees 23 26,4 
 >= 250 employees 26 29,9 
Area of responsibility Executive board 42 48,3 
 Sales 23 26,4 
 Procurement 3 3,4 
 R&D 4 4,6 
 Production 15 17,2 
Highest education Lower vocational education 3 3,4 
 Senior secondary vocational education 14 16,1 
 Higher vocational education / polytechnics 35 40,2 
 University 35 40,2 
 Other 0 0 
Gender Female 17 19,5 
 Male 70 80,5 
Age < 35 years 12 13,8 
 35 – 44 years 18 20,7 
 45 – 54 years 37 42,5 
 55 – 64 years 17 19,5 
 >= 65 years 3 3,4 
Member of trade No 32 36,8 
Association? Yes 55 63,2 
Involved in innovation or  No 53 60,9 
knowledge cluster? Yes 34 39,1 
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Appendix 7 Factor analysis 
Table 26 Initial KMO and Bartlett’s test on all variables 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. ,682 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity 
Approx. Chi-Square 904,533 
df 378 
Sig. ,000 
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Table 27 Initial Rotated Component Matrix with all items 
 Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
Item  Component 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 BI Buyer’s Innovativeness          
BI1 Joint product and process development.  ,700    ,326    
BI2 Close coordination and cooperation.  ,698        
BI3 New products and investments in processes. ,407 ,630        
BI4 Approache to try new ideas.  ,783        
BI5 The customer adopts new technologies. ,331      ,621   
SCI Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness          
SCI1 We share key technological information. ,659         
SCI2 We approache customers with innovations. ,787         
SCI3 Develop products in line with requirements.   ,738       
SCI4 We are involved in collaborative ventures. ,752         
SCI5 Collaborating on product quality. ,323  ,354     ,530  
SCI6 Collaborating on technical assistance. ,317  ,367    ,362 ,494  
SCI7 Collaborating on innovation and improvement ,507   ,357      
CA Customer’s Attractiveness          
CA1 This customer creates win-win situations.  ,320 ,469   ,418    
CA2 Compensating suppliers for taking risks. ,427     ,574    
CA3 Reputation for trustworthiness and fairness.      ,603    
CA4 Short time between offer to actual sales.  ,307  ,551 ,309 ,304    
CA5 This customer is present in growth markets.    ,552  ,365   ,443 
SF Strategic Fit          
SF1 The average life-cycle of the product?       ,819   
SF2 How many different productvariants?   ,306     -,757  
SF3 Deviation forecasted and actual quantity?         ,807 
SF4 Improving delivery reliability has priority.     ,768     
SF5 Quick response to demand has a high priority.     ,811     
SF6 Frequency of new productshas a high priority. ,396    ,464  ,385   
SF7 A low price is very important in our market.      -,722    
SF8 Our company provides individual solutions.   ,781       
SF9 Customer is very important    ,743      
SF10 Our company learns much of the customer. ,376   ,337   ,357   
SF11 Personal relations are very good.   ,445 ,510      
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.        Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 a. Rotation converged in 10 iterations.                                  Factor loadings < 0,3 have been suppressed 
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Table 28 Second Rotated Component Matrix w/o item SF3 
 Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
Item  Component 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 BI Buyer’s Innovativeness          
BI1 Joint product and process development.  ,701        
BI2 Close coordination and cooperation.  ,717        
BI3 New products and investments in processes. ,401 ,642        
BI4 Approache to try new ideas.  ,773        
BI5 The customer adopts new technologies. ,320     ,639    
SCI Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness          
SCI1 We share key technological information. ,654         
SCI2 We approache customers with innovations. ,785         
SCI3 Develop products in line with requirements.   ,772       
SCI4 We are involved in collaborative ventures. ,765         
SCI5 Collaborating on product quality. ,333  ,421      -,468 
SCI6 Collaborating on technical assistance.   ,376 ,307  ,391   -,442 
SCI7 Collaborating on innovation and improvement ,498    ,398     
CA Customer’s Attractiveness          
CA1 This customer creates win-win situations.  ,336 ,441     ,313 ,308 
CA2 Compensating suppliers for taking risks. ,441      ,354 ,452  
CA3 Reputation for trustworthiness and fairness.   ,359    ,637   
CA4 Short time between offer to actual sales.  ,300   ,328  ,512  ,317 
CA5 This customer is present in growth markets.       ,762   
SF Strategic Fit          
SF1 The average life-cycle of the product?      ,800    
SF2 How many different productvariants?         ,801 
SF4 Improving delivery reliability has priority.    ,755      
SF5 Quick response to demand has a high priority.    ,818      
SF6 Frequency of new productshas a high priority. ,388   ,467  ,400    
SF7 A low price is very important in our market.        -,849  
SF8 Our company provides individual solutions.   ,743  ,322     
SF9 Customer is very important     ,829     
SF10 Our company learns much of the customer. ,361    ,408 ,369    
SF11 Personal relations are very good.   ,363  ,631     
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.        Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 a. Rotation converged in 9 iterations.                                   Factor loadings < 0,3 have been suppressed 
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Table 29 Third Rotated Component Matrix w/o items SF2, SF7 
 Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
Item  Component 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 BI Buyer’s Innovativeness        
BI1 Joint product and process development.  ,640 ,353 ,309    
BI2 Close coordination and cooperation.  ,678 ,319     
BI3 New products and investments in processes.  ,700      
BI4 Approache to try new ideas.  ,788      
BI5 The customer adopts new technologies. ,414     ,620  
SCI Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness        
SCI1 We share key technological information. ,656       
SCI2 We approach customers with innovations. ,759       
SCI3 Develop products in line with requirements.   ,729     
SCI4 We are involved in collaborative ventures. ,729       
SCI5 Collaborating on product quality. ,499  ,393     
SCI6 Collaborating on technical assistance. ,487  ,384  ,373 ,355  
SCI7 Collaborating on innovation and improvement ,559      ,424 
CA Customer’s Attractiveness        
CA1 This customer creates win-win situations.   ,456 ,527    
CA2 Compensating suppliers for taking risks. ,383   ,660    
CA3 Reputation for trustworthiness and fairness.   ,356 ,618    
CA4 Short time between offer to actual sales.    ,617   ,318 
CA5 This customer is present in growth markets.    ,529   ,324 
SF Strategic Fit        
SF1 The average life-cycle of the product?      ,809  
SF4 Improving delivery reliability has priority.     ,737   
SF5 Quick response to demand has a high priority.     ,817   
SF6 Frequency of new products has a high priority. ,388    ,408 ,356  
SF8 Our company provides individual solutions.   ,764     
SF9 Customer is very important       ,832 
SF10 Our company learns much of the customer. ,465  ,331   ,382  
SF11 Personal relations are very good.   ,415 ,331   ,486 
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.        Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 a. Rotation converged in 10 iterations.                                  Factor loadings < 0,3 have been suppressed 
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Table 30 Fourth Rotated Component Matrix w/o items BI5, SCI3, SF1 
 Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
Item  Component 
  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 BI Buyer’s Innovativeness       
BI1 Joint product and process development.  ,634   ,339  
BI2 Close coordination and cooperation.  ,711     
BI3 New products and investments in processes. ,356 ,678    ,312 
BI4 Approache to try new ideas.  ,772     
SCI Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness       
SCI1 We share key technological information. ,621      
SCI2 We approach customers with innovations. ,766      
SCI4 We are involved in collaborative ventures. ,728      
SCI5 Collaborating on product quality. ,538  ,331 ,354   
SCI6 Collaborating on technical assistance. ,552  ,349 ,459   
SCI7 Collaborating on innovation and improvement ,521  ,420    
CA Customer’s Attractiveness       
CA1 This customer creates win-win situations.  ,317 ,380  ,591  
CA2 Compensating suppliers for taking risks. ,355    ,620  
CA3 Reputation for trustworthiness and fairness.     ,774  
CA4 Short time between offer to actual sales.     ,303 ,651 
CA5 This customer is present in growth markets.      ,697 
SF Strategic Fit       
SF4 Improving delivery reliability has priority.    ,707   
SF5 Quick response to demand has a high priority.    ,773  ,305 
SF6 Frequency of new products has a high priority. ,444  -,355 ,449   
SF8 Our company provides individual solutions.   ,674    
SF9 Customer is very important   ,631   ,400 
SF10 Our company learns much of the customer. ,531  ,386    
SF11 Personal relations are very good. ,309  ,622    
 Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.        Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
 a. Rotation converged in 12 iterations.                                  Factor loadings < 0,3 have been suppressed 
 
The rotated component matrix with the final factor loadings can be found in Table 12 
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Appendix 8 Histograms 
Table 31 Histograms and statistics 
 
 
Statistics 
Buyer’s Innovativeness 
N 
Valid 87 
Missing 0 
Mean 14,0230 
Median 14,0000 
Mode 13,00
a
 
Std. Deviation 2,93328 
a. Multiple modes exist. The 
smallest value is shown 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Statistics 
Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness 
N 
Valid 87 
Missing 0 
Mean 21,4598 
Median 22,0000 
Mode 22,00 
Std. Deviation 4,19248 
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Statistics 
Customer’s Attractiveness 
N 
Valid 87 
Missing 0 
Mean 10,1954 
Median 10,0000 
Mode 12,00 
Std. Deviation 2,09562 
  
 
 
 
Statistics 
Strategic Fit-Demand 
Uncertainty 
N 
Valid 87 
Missing 0 
Mean 8,0115 
Median 8,0000 
Mode 8,00 
Std. Deviation 1,57373 
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Statistics 
Strategic Fit-Customer 
Relationship 
N 
Valid 87 
Missing 0 
Mean 10,3563 
Median 11,0000 
Mode 12,00 
Std. Deviation 2,25150 
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Appendix 9 Cronbach’s alpha 
Table 32 Cronbach's alpha 
Buyer’s innovativeness 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 
,731 ,732 4 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Code BI1 BI2 BI3 BI4 
BI1 1,000 ,547 ,327 ,377 
BI2 ,547 1,000 ,283 ,371 
BI3 ,327 ,283 1,000 ,530 
BI4 ,377 ,371 ,530 1,000 
Item-Total Statistics 
Code Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Squared Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
BI1 10,47 5,345 ,537 ,345 ,662 
BI2 10,57 5,364 ,508 ,332 ,678 
BI3 10,47 5,252 ,484 ,301 ,694 
BI4 10,55 5,134 ,559 ,347 ,649 
 
 
  Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 
,779 ,781 6 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Code SCI1 SCI2 SCI4 SCI5 SCI6 SCI7 
SCI1 1,000 ,489 ,398 ,268 ,384 ,262 
SCI2 ,489 1,000 ,466 ,357 ,360 ,275 
SCI4 ,398 ,466 1,000 ,353 ,230 ,453 
SCI5 ,268 ,357 ,353 1,000 ,611 ,417 
SCI6. ,384 ,360 ,230 ,611 1,000 ,275 
SCI7 ,262 ,275 ,453 ,417 ,275 1,000 
Item-Total Statistics 
Code Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Squared Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
SCI1 17,79 13,119 ,508 ,327 ,751 
SCI2 17,76 12,534 ,551 ,359 ,740 
SCI4 17,84 12,695 ,542 ,366 ,742 
SCI5 17,74 12,755 ,579 ,463 ,734 
SCI6. 17,78 12,708 ,520 ,437 ,748 
SCI7 18,39 12,659 ,468 ,283 ,763 
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Customer’s Attractiveness 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 
,667 ,673 3 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Code CA1 CA2 CA3 
CA1 1,000 ,420 ,364 
CA2 ,420 1,000 ,437 
CA3 ,364 ,437 1,000 
Item-Total Statistics 
Code Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Squared Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
CA1 6,70 2,212 ,465 ,217 ,590 
CA2 7,33 1,946 ,516 ,269 ,524 
CA3 6,36 2,674 ,477 ,231 ,590 
 
 
 
Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 
,625 ,627 2 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Code SF4 SF5 
SF4 1,000 ,457 
SF5 ,457 1,000 
Item-Total Statistics 
Code Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Squared Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
SF4 3,89 ,940 ,457 ,209 . 
SF5 4,13 ,763 ,457 ,209 . 
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Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's Alpha Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items N of Items 
,605 ,616 3 
Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
Code SF8 SF9. SF11 
SF8 1,000 ,241 ,408 
SF9 ,241 1,000 ,395 
SF11 ,408 ,395 1,000 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
Code Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total Correlation 
Squared Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's Alpha 
if Item Deleted 
SF8 6,94 2,287 ,392 ,174 ,565 
SF9 6,92 3,168 ,368 ,163 ,570 
SF11 6,85 2,640 ,508 ,260 ,375 
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Appendix 10 Linearity test 
 
Table 33 Scatterplots 
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Appendix 11 Regression analysis 
 
Table 34 Model Summary (dependent variable: BI) 
Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 ,388
a
 ,150 ,140 2,71965 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
 
Table 35 ANOVA (dependent variable: BI) 
ANOVA
a
 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 111,250 1 111,250 15,041 ,000
b
 
Residual 628,704 85 7,397   
Total 739,954 86    
a. Dependent Variable: Buyer’s Innovativeness 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
 
Table 36 Regression coefficients (dependent variable: BI) 
Coefficients
a
 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
1 
(Constant) 8,201 1,529  5,363 ,000 
Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness 
,271 ,070 ,388 3,878 ,000 
a. Dependent Variable: Buyer’s Innovativeness 
 
Table 37 Model Summary (dependent variable: SCI) 
Model Summary
b
 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 ,526
a
 ,277 ,251 3,62900 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Customer’s Attractiveness, Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty, Strategic Fit-Customer 
Relationship 
b. Dependent Variable: Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
 
Table 38 ANOVA (dependent variable: SCI) 
ANOVA
a
 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 418,530 3 139,510 10,593 ,000
b
 
Residual 1093,079 83 13,170   
Total 1511,609 86    
a. Dependent Variable: Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Customer’s Attractiveness, Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty, Strategic Fit-Customer 
Relationship 
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Table 39 Regression coefficients (dependent variable: SCI) 
Coefficients
a
 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
1 
(Constant) 7,416 2,656  2,792 ,007 
Strategic Fit-Demand 
Uncertainty 
,356 ,263 ,134 1,353 ,180 
Strategic Fit-Customer 
Relationship 
,381 ,157 ,254 2,422 ,018 
Customer’s Attractiveness ,592 ,217 ,296 2,722 ,008 
a. Dependent Variable: Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
 
Table 40 Model summary (dependent variable: CA) 
Model Summary
b
 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 ,512
a
 ,263 ,245 1,82084 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship, Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty 
b. Dependent Variable: Customer’s Attractiveness 
 
Table 41 ANOVA (dependent variable: CA) 
ANOVA
a
 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 
Regression 99,178 2 49,589 14,957 ,000
b
 
Residual 278,500 84 3,315   
Total 377,678 86    
a. Dependent Variable: Customer’s Attractiveness 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Strategic Fit-Customer Relationship, Strategic Fit-Demand Uncertainty 
 
Table 42 Regression coefficients (dependent variable: CA) 
Coefficients
a
 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
1 
(Constant) 3,487 1,277  2,730 ,008 
Strategic Fit-Demand 
Uncertainty 
,321 ,127 ,241 2,522 ,014 
Strategic Fit-Customer 
Relationship 
,306 ,072 ,408 4,271 ,000 
a. Dependent Variable: Customer’s Attractiveness 
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Appendix 12 T-test 
Table 43 T-testof  nichemarkets and SF_DU 
Group Statistics 
 Clindus N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Strategic Fit-Demand 
Uncertainty 
1 57 8,0526 1,45677 ,19295 
2 30 7,9333 1,79911 ,32847 
 
 
Table 44T-test of niche markets and SF_DU 
Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differen
ce 
Std. 
Error 
Differen
ce 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Strategic 
Fit-Demand 
Uncertainty 
Equal variances 
assumed 
1,281 ,261 ,334 85 ,739 ,11930 ,35682 -,59015 ,82874 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
  
,313 49,420 ,755 ,11930 ,38095 -,64609 ,88468 
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Appendix 13  Absorptive capacity 
Table 45 T-test membership trade association - SCI 
Group Statistics 
 
Are you a member of a 
trade association? 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness 
Y 55 21,7091 3,30921 ,44621 
N 32 21,0313 5,42089 ,95829 
 
Table 46T-test membership trade association - SCI 
Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differenc
e 
Std. 
Error 
Differenc
e 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Supplier’s 
Contribution to 
Innovativeness 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
7,992 ,006 ,725 85 ,470 ,67784 ,93470 -1,18060 2,53628 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  
,641 44,694 ,525 ,67784 1,05708 -1,45163 2,80732 
 
Effect size (Field, 2009, p. 341): 
 
R = √t² / (t²+df) = √ 0,4108 /45,1048 = √ 0,0091 = 0,10 
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Table 47 T-test membership innovation circle - SCI 
Group Statistics 
 
Are you a member of an 
innovation cluster or a 
regular participant in 
meetings of a knowledge 
circle or innovation circle? 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Supplier’s Contribution to 
Innovativeness 
Y 34 22,2059 4,86035 ,83354 
N 53 20,9811 3,67157 ,50433 
 
 
Table 48 T-test membership innovation circle - SCI 
Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test 
for Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of Means 
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean 
Differenc
e 
Std. Error 
Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference 
Lower Upper 
Supplier’s 
Contribution to 
Innovativeness 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 
1,993 ,162 1,336 85 ,185 1,22475 ,91703 -,59855 3,04805 
Equal 
variances not 
assumed 
  
1,257 56,756 ,214 1,22475 ,97424 -,72631 3,17581 
 
Effect size (Field, 2009, p. 341): 
 
R = √t² / (t²+df) = √ 1,7848 / 86,7848 = √ 0,0206 = 0,14 
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Appendix 14  Organization size - SCI 
Table 49 Oneway ANOVA Descriptives 
Descriptives 
Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
Rank N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval for Mean Minimum Maximum 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 15 20,7333 4,62086 1,19310 18,1744 23,2923 11,00 29,00 
2 23 20,7391 3,10743 ,64794 19,3954 22,0829 16,00 30,00 
3 23 22,0435 4,21554 ,87900 20,2205 23,8664 12,00 29,00 
4 26 22,0000 4,79166 ,93972 20,0646 23,9354 10,00 29,00 
Total 87 21,4598 4,19248 ,44948 20,5662 22,3533 10,00 30,00 
 
Table 50 Oneway ANOVA  Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Test of Homogeneity of Variances 
Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 
,903 3 83 ,443 
 
Table 51 ANOVA 
ANOVA 
Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 35,285 3 11,762 ,661 ,578 
Within Groups 1476,325 83 17,787   
Total 1511,609 86    
 
Table 52 Multiple comparisons 
Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable: Supplier’s Contribution to Innovativeness                                                                       Bonferroni 
(I) Ranked 
Organization Size 
(J) Ranked 
Organization Size 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
1 
2 -,00580 1,39970 1,000 -3,7891 3,7775 
3 -1,31014 1,39970 1,000 -5,0935 2,4732 
4 -1,26667 1,36745 1,000 -4,9628 2,4295 
2 
1 ,00580 1,39970 1,000 -3,7775 3,7891 
3 -1,30435 1,24366 1,000 -4,6659 2,0572 
4 -1,26087 1,20726 1,000 -4,5240 2,0023 
3 
1 1,31014 1,39970 1,000 -2,4732 5,0935 
2 1,30435 1,24366 1,000 -2,0572 4,6659 
4 ,04348 1,20726 1,000 -3,2197 3,3066 
4 
1 1,26667 1,36745 1,000 -2,4295 4,9628 
2 1,26087 1,20726 1,000 -2,0023 4,5240 
3 -,04348 1,20726 1,000 -3,3066 3,2197 
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Appendix 15 SEM analysis 
 
Figure 6 SEM initial Path Model 1 
 
Table 53 Construct reliability and validity initial SEM model 1 
 AVE Composite 
Reliability 
R Square Cronbach’s Alpha 
BI 0,463 0,811 0,250 0,713 
SCI 0,445 0,848 0,344 0,792 
CA 0,464 0,809 0,404 0,710 
SF 0,211 0,636  0,530 
 
Figure 7 Path Model 2 with remaining items after Path Weighing SEM 1 
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Table 54 Construct reliability and validity after elimination of OV's with low values 
 AVE Composite 
Reliability 
R Square Cronbach’s Alpha 
BI 0,550 0,830 0,165 0,732 
SCI 0,511 0,839 0,264 0,763 
CA 0,532 0,820 0,286 0,707 
SF 0,599 0,778  0,667 
 
 
Figure 8 SEM Path Model 3 based on remaining items after factor analysis SPSS 
 
Table 55 Construct reliability and validity for SEM 3 based on remaining items after factor analysis SPSS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 56 Outer Loadings based on remaining items after factor analysis SPSS 
 AVE Composite 
Reliability 
R Square Cronbach’s Alpha 
BI 0,399 0,720 0,286 0,732 
SCI 0,368 0,774 0,492 0,781 
CA 0,409 0,672 0,554 0,673 
SF_DU 0,467 0,634  0,627 
SF_CR 0,366 0,660  0,668 
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